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By Mr. TEAGUE of California: 
H.R. 7149. A bill for the relief of Manuel 

J. Vicent; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ALBERT: 

H.R. 7150. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 
Lesline Gilbert Bryant; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and ref erred as follows: 

150. By Mr. CORMAN: Petition of John 
R. Brusati and the Patriots for Voluntary 
Enlistment urging immediate termination 
of compulsory military service; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

151. By Mr. KING of Utah: Petition of 
the Central Utah Water Conservancy Dis
trict in support of appropriation of funds by 
the 89th Congress, 1st session, for construc
tion of the Bonneville unit of the Central 
Utah project; to the Committee on Appro
priations. 

152. By Mr. PHILBIN: Petition of the City 
Council of the City of Fitchburg, Mass., 
against the closing of the Rutland Heights, 
Mass., Veterans' Administration Hospital; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

153. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the City 
Council, Gary, Ind., with reference to the 
restoration of full freedom of collective bar
gaining throughout the United States by 
repealing existing sanctions of State "right
to-work" laws; to the Committee on Educa
tion and Labor. 

154. Also, petition of the City Council, 
Boston, Mass., with reference to requesting 
that the Government delay the sale of cer
tain surplus lands; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

155. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Avon 
Park, Fla., with reference to urging Congress 
to use its powers under article I, section 8, 
clause 18, of the U .S. Constitution to define 
the term "proper standing," in a Federal or 
U.S. court; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

156. Also, petition of the Pointe Coupee 
Parish School Board, New Roads, La., with 
reference to requesting the continuiance and 
expansion of the Nation's soil and water 
conserva·tion programs; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

•• ••• • • 
SENATE 

MONDAY, APRIL 5, 1965 
The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m. 

and was called to order by the President 
pro tempore. · 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Har.ris, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

O God, our Father, Thou art the shin
ing presence at the high altar of our 
hearts, where blaze the candles of faith 
and hope and love. 

Closing the doors of a noisy world, 
with all its terror and alarm, we would 
bow with contrite hearts at this shrine of 
quietness and peace, in communion with 
Thee, who hast made us for Thyself. 

As before Thee we search our own 
hearts, we are shamed by what we are, 
yet lifted up by what is still within us to 
become. We confess the :fickleness and 
folly which so often have disappointed 
us and Thee. Forgive us for smug sat
~sfaction with ourselves and for cynical 

contempt of others. Purge our minds of 
the prejudices which separate us from 
others; cleanse our hearts of the un
cleanness which blinds our eyes to Thee 
and to the godlike everywhere. Amidst 
all the busy shuttles of legislation, as 
here is woven the fabric of law and order 
shielding the life of our democracy, save 
us from being so enmeshed in the im
mediate mechanics of our tasks as to 
lose sight of the radiant pattern shown 
in the mount of vision. 

In the dear Redeemer's name we ask 
it. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
April 1, 1965, was dispensed with. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES SUBMIT
TED DURING ADJOURNMENT 

Under authority of the order of the 
Senate of April l, 1965, the following re
ports of committees were submitted on 
April 2, 1965: 

By Mr. STENNIS, from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with amendments: 

S. 800. A bill to authorize appropriations 
during fiscal year 1966 for procurement of 
aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels, and re
search, development, test, and evaluation for 
the Armed Forces, and for other purposes 
(Rept. No. 144). 

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina, from 
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
with amendments: 

H.R. 5721. An act to amend the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended to 
provide for acreage-poundage marketing 
quotas for tobacco, to amend the tobacco 
price support provisions of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, and for other pur
poses; individual views filed (Rept. No. 145). 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILL 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
April 2, 1965, the President had approved 
and signed the act (H.R. 1496) to author
ize the release of certain quantities of 
zinc, lead, and copper from either the 
national stockpile or the supplemental 
stockpile, or both. 

REPORT OF OFFICE OF MINERALS 
EXPLORATION-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States, 
which, with the accompanying report, 
was referred to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I transmit herewith the 13th Semi

annual Report of the Office of Minerals 
Exploration from the Secretary of the 
Interior as prescribed by section 5 of the 
act of August 21, 1958, entitled "To pro
vide a program for the discovery of the 

mineral reserves of the United States, 
its territories and possessions, by en
couraging exploration for minerals, and 
for other purposes.'' 

LYNDON B. JOHNSON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, April 5, 1965. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bills of 
the Senate, each with an amendment, 
in which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

· S. 21. An act to provide for the optimum 
development of the Nation's natural re
sources through the coordinated planning of 
water and related land resources, through 
the establishment of a water resources coun
cil and river basin commissions, and by pro
viding financial assistance to the States in 
order to increase State participation in such 
planning; and 

S. 974. An act to amend the Manpower De
velopment and Training Act of 1962, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

ORDER DISPENSING WITH CALL OF 
THE LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR UN
DER RULE VllI 
On request by Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the call of the Legis
lative Calendar under rule VllI was dis-
pensed with. · 

COMMITI'EE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request by Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Committee on 
Foreign Relations and the Subcommittee 
on Indian Affairs of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs were author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today. 

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 
unanimous consent, the Subcommittee 
on Housing of the Committee on Banking 
and Currency was authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate today. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate go into executive 
session to consider the nominations on 
the Executive Calendar. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of 
executive business. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

f or the Senate messages from the Pres
ident of the United States submitting 
sundry nominations, which were referred 
to the appropriate c.ommittees. 

<For nominations this day received, see 
the end of Senate proceedings.) 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If 
there be no reports of committees, the 
clerk will state the nominations on the 
Executive Calendar. 
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FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read sun

dry nominations for members of the Fed
eral Farm Credit Board. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomina
tions be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nominations are con-
sidered and confirmed en bloc. · 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of Stanley R. Resor, of Connecticut, to 
be Under Secretary of the Army. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

U.S. ARMY 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the U.S. Army. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomina
tions be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, the nominations are 
considered and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. NAVY 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the U.S. Navy. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous coruient that the nomina
tions be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, the nominations are 
considered and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 
The Chief Clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the U.S. Marine 
Corps. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the nomi
nations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, the nominations are 
considered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of these nominations. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. 
Without objection, the President will be 
notified forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by 

unanimous consent, the Senate resumed 
the consideration of legislative business. 

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS AND ORDER 
OF BUSINESS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have not requested a morning hour be

CXI--438 

cause it was my understanding that cer
tain Senators were to be present to dis
cuss the migrant labor problem. I ask 
unanimous consent that until those Sen
ators arrive, there be a morning hour, 
which very likely will be continued after 
they have finished, and that statements 
during the transaction of the routine 
morning business be limited to 3 min
utes. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following letters, 
which were referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION RELATING TO DISTRICT 

OF COLUMBIA 

A letter from the President, Board of Com
missioners, District of Columbia, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au
thorize appropriations for the payment of re
wards to facilitate the capture of fugitives 
from District of Columbia institutions and 
conditional release and parole violators (with 
an accompanying paper); to the Committee 
on the District of Columbia. 

A letter from the President, Board of Com
missioners, District of Columbia, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation relating 
to compensation of summer school person
nel of the public schools of the District of 
Columbia (with an accompanying paper); 
to the Committee on the District of Colum
bia. 

A letter from the President, Board of Com
missioners, District of Columbia, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to au
thorize appropriations for the acquisition of 
land for the Washington Aqueduct by the 
Chief of Engineers, Corps of Engineers, U.S. 
Army (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. · 

A letter from the President, Board of Com
missioners, District of Columbia, transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to amend 
the act of July 11, 1947, to include members 
of the District of Columbia Fire Department, 
in the Metr9politan Police Department band, 
and for other purposes (with an accompany
ing paper); to the Committee on the District 
of Columbia. 
ACCEPTANCE OF SETTLEMENT OF CERTAIN IN

DEBTEDNESS OF GREECE TO THE UNITED 
STATES 

A letter from the Secretary of the Treas
ury, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to authorize the acceptance of a set
tlement of certain indebtedness of Greece to 
the United States and to authorize the use 
of the payments resulting from the settle
ment for a cultural and educational exchange 
program (with accompanying papers); to the 
Committee on Fqreign Relations. 
PENALTIES FOR CERTAIN OFFENSES CoMMITI'ED 

IN CONNECTION WITH HIGHWAY CONSTRUC

TION 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to 
provide penalties for certain offenses com
mitted in connection with highway construc
tion (with an accompanying paper); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
AUDIT REPORT OF NATIONAL SAFETY CouNcn. 

A letter from the president, National Safe- . 
ty Council, Chicago, Ill., transmitting, pursu
ant to law, an audit report of the financial 
transactions of that council, for the year 
1964 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, or presented, and referred as in
dicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A resolution of the House of Representa

tives of the State of New Mexico; to . the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs: 
"HOUSE MEMORIAL 6 OF TllE STATE OF NEW 

MEXICO 
"Memorial requesting the Congress of the 

United States to enable a Federal survey of 
land grant areas in New Mexico 
"Whereas land grant rights were recog

nized and given status, by the treaty entered 
at Ciudad Guadalupe Hidalgo on February 2, 
1848, between the United States and the 
United Mexican States, which was ratified at 
Queretaro on May 30, 1848; a.nd 

"Whereas land grant rights were recog
nized and protected by the Organic Act es
tablishing the Territory of New Mexico and 
later by U.S. Courts of Land Claims; and 

"Whereas land grants were purportedly the 
subject of a U.S. engineering-geographical 
survey, while actually land grants, particu
larly in Mora County, N. Mex., have never 
been surveyed; and 

"Whereas grant lands, particularly in 
Mora County, without the benefit of a cer
tain and accurate method of property de
scription cannot be conveyed from primary 
holdings to smaller parcels or otherwise sub
divided; and 

"Whereas because of foreign and vague 
land descriptions, grant lands do not enjoy 
accurate and uniform property description 
based on Federal survey as do the lands of 
other former territories, and which is needed 
to confirm and protect real property titles 
and to facilitate economic development; and 

"Whereas economic considerations pre
clude the possibility of grant land owners 
undertaking to conform grant land survey in 
New Mexico into the uniform Federal survey 
now extant: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the State of New Mexico, That the Con
gress of the United States is asked to enable a 
Federal engineering-geographic survey of the 
grant lands in New Mexico, particularly 
those grant lands of Mora County; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, That copies of this memorial 
be transmitted to the Congress, to the 
leadership in the Congress and to the 
New Mexico delegation to the Congress. 

"BRUCE KING, 
"Speaker, House of Representatives. 

"ALBERT ROMERO, 
"Chief Clerk, House of Representatives." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of 
the State of Arkansas; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary: 

"SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 1 
"Joint resolution applying to Congress to 

call a convention for the purpose of pro
posing an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States 
"Be it resolved by the Senate of the GeneraZ 

Assembly of the S.tate of Arkansas (the House 
of Representatives concurring therein), That 
this legislature respectfully applies to the 
Congress of the United States to call a con
vention for the purpose of proposing the fol
lowing article as an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States: 

"ARTICLE-

" 'SECTION 1. Nothing in this Constitution 
shall prohibit any State which shall have 
a bicameral legislature from apportioning 
the membership of one house of such legis
lature on factors other than population, pro
vided that the plan of such apportionment 
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shall have been submitted to and approved 
by a vote of the electorate of that State. 

"'SEC. 2. Nothing in this Constitution shall 
restrict or limit a State in its determination 
of how membership of governing bodies of 
its subordinate units shall be apportioned. 

"'SEC. 3. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the leg
islatures of three-fourths of the several 
States within 7 years from the date of its 
submission to the States by the Congress.' 

"Be it further resolved, That if Congress 
shall have proposed an amendment to the 
Constitution identical with that conrtained 
in this resolution prior to June l, 1965, this 
application for a convention shall no longer 
be of any force or effect; be it further 

"Resolved, That a duly attested copy of 
this resolution be immediately transmitted 
to the Secretary of the Senate of the United 
States, the Clerk of the House of Repre
sentatives of the United States and to each 
Member of the Congress from this State. 

"ROBERT HARVEY." 

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 
State of Nevada; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

"JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE STATE OJ' 
NEVADA 

"Resolution requesting the Congress of the 
United States to propose an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States 
permitting one house of a bicameral legis
lature to be apportioned other than ac
cording to population 
"Whereas the Supreme Court of the United 

States has ruled that membership in both 
houses of a bicameral State legislature must 
'be apportioned according to population and 
has thus asserted Federal judicial authority 
over the basic structure of government in 
the various States; and 

"Whereas this rule denies to the people of 
the respective States the right to establish 
their legislatures upon the same pattern 
of representation deemed advantageous for 
the Congress of the United States and pro
vided by the Federal Constitution; and 

"Whereas this action of the Supreme 
Court goes so far as to restrict the ability 
of the citizens of the respective States to 
designate the manner in which they shall be 
represented in their respective legislatures 
thereby depriving the people of their right 
to determine how they shall be governed; 
and 

"Whereas the implications of this action 
by the Supreme Court has raised serious 
doubts as to the legality of the present form 
of the governing 'bodies of many subordinate 
units of government within the States: Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the assembly and senate of 
the State of Nevada (jointly), That this 
legislature respectfully requests the Con
gress of the United States to propose an 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution which 
would provide: 

"'ARTICLE-
" 'SECTION 1. Nothing in this Constitution 

shall prohibit any State which shall have a 
bicameral legislature from "apportioning the 
membership of one house of such legislature 
on factors other than population, provided 
that the plan of such apportionment shall 
have been submitted to and approved by 
a vote of the electorate of that State. 

"'SEC. 2. Nothing in this Constitution 
shall restrict or limit a State in its deter
mination of how membership of governing 
bodies of its subordinate units shall be 
apportioned. 

" 'SEC. 3. This article shall be inoperative 
unless it shall have been ratified as an 
amendment to the Constitution by the legis
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years from the date of its sub
mission to the States by the Congress.' 

"And be it further resolved, That certified 
copies of this resolution be immediately 
transmitted by the Secretary of State to 
the Secretary of the Senate of the United 
States, the Clerk of the House of Representa
tives of the United States and to each Mem
ber of the Congress from this State. 

"PAUL LAXALT, 
"President of the Senate. 

"LEOLA H. ARMSTRONG, 
"Secretary of the Senate. 

"WM D. SWACKHAMER, 
"Speaker of the A1sembly. 

"NATHAN T. HURST, 
"Chief Clerk of the Assembly. 

"GRANT SAWYER, 
"Govern<Yr of the State of Nevada." 

A resolution adopted by the Tidewater 
Crime Clinic, of the State of Virginia, Nor
folk, Va., expressing opposition to the pro
posal to transfer any of the functions of the 
Narcotics Bureau to other branches of the 
Federal Government; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

RESOLUTIONS OF MASSACHUSETTS 
GENERAL COURT 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, on behalf of the senior Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON
STALL] and myself, I present a certified 
copy of a resolution entitled "Resolutions 
Memorializing the Congress of the 
United States To Enact the Civil Rights 
Legislation of President Johnson," 
adopted by the house of representatives 
of the general court of the Common
wealth of Massachusetts on March 19, 
1965. 

I ask that this resolution be appro
priately ref erred. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ref erred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, as follows: 
RESOLUTION MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS OF 

THE UNITED STATES To ENACT THE CIVIL 
RIGHTS LEGISLATION OF PRESIDENT JOHNSON 
Whereas today, in many States of our 

Union there exists a denial to many of our 
citizens the right to vote; and 

Whereas President Johnson in an attempt 
to right this injustice and insure equal rights 
to all citizens, has submitted civil rights leg
islation to Congress; and 

Whereas because of tense feeling presently 
existing in our country because of this denial 
of equal rights, dividing neighbor against 
neighbor and State against State, it is ex
pedient that this civil rights legislation be 
given top priority and support: Therefore 
be it 

Resolved, That the Massachusetts House of 
Representatives respectfully urges the Con
gress of the United States to take immediate 
action and support President Johnson's civil 
rights legislation; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of tllese resolutions 
be transmitted by the Secretary of the Com
monwealth to the presiding officers of each 
branch of Congress, and to each Senator and 
Representative from Massachusetts in the 
Congress of the United States. 

House of Representatives, adopted, March 
19, 1965. 

Attest: 

WILLIAM C. MAIERS, 
Clerk. 

KEVIN H. WHITE, 
Secretary of the Commonwealth. 

SILVER-JOINT RESOLUTION OF 
IDAHO LEGISLATURE 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
the increasing imbalance between the 

consumption and the production of silver 
is of particular interest and importance 
to the people of · Idaho. Ali the No. 1 
State in silver production we believe we 
should encourage the maximum produc
tion of this metal which has played such 
a significant part in the development of 
our civilization. 

Since earliest recorded history silver 
and gold have been the measure of a 
nation's wealth and prestige. Silver has 
been an integral part in the coinage sys
tem of the United States since 1837. Now 
that our silver bullion reserve is being 
reduced at a rapid rate there is good 
reason to reduce but not eliminate en
tirely, the content of silver in our aux
iliary coins. I am a cosponser of S. 1297 
to accomplish this objective. 

Mr. President, the Idaho Legislature 
memorialized Congress by House Joint 
Memorial 9 urging that the Federal Gov
ernment retain silver coinage of reduced 
silver content in order to preserve the in
ternational prestige of our money and 
public confidence therein. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
memorial be placed in the RECORD at this 
point, and appropriately referred. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ref erred to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, as follows: 
HOUSE JOINT MEMORIAL 9 OF THE LEGISLATURE 

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States in Con
gress Assembled and to the Honorable 
Secretary of the Treasury of the United 
States: 

We, your memorialists, the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, respectfully represent 
that: 

Whereas free world consumption of silver 
is continuing to exceed free world produc
tion by a steadily widening margin; and 

Whereas U.S. Treasury stocks of silver are 
being depleted at an accelerated rate to make 
up a major portion of the deficit; and 

Whereas these stocks may be completely 
dissipated in less than 3 years if the current 
rate of depletion continues; and 

Whereas this situation poses a serious 
threat to the Nation's silver coinage system 
which is now under critical review by the 
U.S. Treasury Department; and 

Whereas some segments of our national 
economy, in particular the silver-consuming 
industry, are exerting heavy pressure for the 
complete elimination of silver from our sub
sidiary coinage; and 

Whereas this proposed adoption of a com
pletely base-metal coinage would not only 
damage the international prestige and dig
nity of our money, but would also involve 
a. high risk of psychological rejection of 
such coins in the domestic economy; and 

Whereas a completely base-metal coinage 
system would also involve: 

1. A grave danger that existing silver coin
age with intrinsic value would be driven into 
hoards, thus aggravating the current coin 
shortage problem. 

2. A serious disruption to the multi-bil
lion-dollar vending machine industry and 
other industries ut111zing coin machines 
which rely upon the peculiar characteristics 
of silver !or operation of their . rejection 
devices. 

S. Greatly increased prospects for counter
feiting; and 

Whereas the current balance of U.S. Treas
ury stocks, together with the extensive silver 
supply now circulating as silver coins and 
the excellent prospects for increased silver 
production in the immediate years ahead, 
provides persuasive assurance that this criti-
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cal problem could readily be resolved 
through the less drastic alternative of re
taining a silver coinage with reduced silver 
content, and 

Whereas such a solution would not only 
preserve our Nation's long tradition of a 
coinage with intrinsic value, but would also 
sustain a more favorable economic climate 
for one of the major segments of Idaho's 
economy-the mining industry: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the 38th session of the Legis
lature of the State of Idaho, now in session, 
(the Senate and the House of Representatives 
concurring), That we respectfully urge the 
Congress of the United States and the execu
tive department of the Federal Government 
to · retain a silver coinage of reduced silver 
content in order to preserve the international 
prestige of our money, and public confidence 
therein. 

We further respectfully urge the Congress 
of the United States and the executive de
partment of the Federal Government to 
undertake a comprehensive study of the 
growing strategic 'importance of silver in de
fense and aerospace applications and deter
mine an adequate strategic stockpile objec
tive which can be set aside from existing 
Treasury stocks before they are completely 
dissipated; be it further 

Resolved, That the secretary of state 
of the State of Idaho be, and he hereby is, 
authorized and directed to forward certified 
copies of this memorial to the President and 
Vice President of the United States, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
the Congress, the Secretary of the Treasury 
of the United States, and to the Senators and 
Representatives representing this State in 
the Congress of the United States. 

PETE T. CENARRUSA, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

W. E. DREVLOW, 
President of the Senate. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the :first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request): 
S.1695. A blll to repeal certain acts re

lating to exportation of tobacco plants and 
seed, naval stores, and wool, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. BAYH: 
S. 1696. A b111 conferring jurisdiction upon 

the United States Court of Claims to hear, 
determine, and render judgment upon the 
claim of Philip J. Fichman; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

S.1697. A b111 to amend chapter 37 of title 
38, United States Code, in order to make the; 
widows of certain peacetime veterans eli
gible for loans under such chapter; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. BAYH when he 
introduced the last above-mentioned bill, 
which appear under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. ROBERTSON: 
S. 1698. A bill to amend the Bank Merger 

Act so as to provide that bank mergers, 
whether accomplished by the acquisition of 
stock or assets or in any other way, are sub
ject exclusively to the provisions of the Bank 
Merger Act, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. ROBERTSON when 
he introduced the above b111, which appear 
under a separate heading.) 

By Mr. CLARK: 
S. 1699. A bill for the relief of Esen Ortac 

Traub; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. LONG of Missouri: 

S. 1700. A b111 for the relief of Mrs. Usha 
Hasmukh Mehta; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SYMINGTON: 
S. 1701. A b111 to provide relief for Dr. Jose 

M. Quintero; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. ELLENDER (by request): 
S. 1702. A bill to maintain farm income, 

to stabilize prices and assure adequate sup
plies of agricultural commodities, to reduce 
surpluses, lower Government costs and pro
mote foreign trade, to afford greater eco
nomic opportunity in rural areas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. ELLENDER when he 
introduced the above b111, which appear un
der ·a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SCOTT: 
S. 1703. A bill for the relief of Hyder M. 

Carim, Mahera Carim, and Altaf Carim; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DIRKSEN: 
S. 1704. A bill for the relief of certain mem

bers of the American Hull Insurance Syndi
cate; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

(See the remarks of Mr. DmKSEN when he 
introduced the above b111, which appear un
der a separate heading.) 

CERTAIN LOANS TO WIDOWS OF 
MILITARY PERSONNEL KILLED 
IN LINE OF DUTY 
Mr. BA YH. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
make the widows of military personnel 
killed in the line of duty eligible for cer
tain loans which are now available to 
the widows of World War II and Korean 
confiict veterans. This bill, which is 
similar to S. 3092 which I introduced 
late in the 88th Congress, would rectify 
what appears to me to be an injustice 
in the operation of our present laws. 

The need for this legislation was dra
matically called to my attention by the 
death of Donald McCord, from Craw
fordsville, Ind., who lost his life while 
serving on the ill-fated nuclear subma
rine Thresher. 

Because Donald McCord was a post
Korean member of the Armed Forces, his 
widow-and three children-were un
able to obtain a VA home loan. Widows 
of veterans who served in World War II 
and in the Korean conflict have benefited 
greatly from the direct, guaranteed, or 
insured loan provisions which Congress 
authorized by prior enactment. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that the 
widows of all military men whose death 
resulted from a service-connected dis
ability arising out of active military, 
naval, or air service should be entitled to 
these loan benefits. Those brave men 
who today are making the supreme sac
rifice in the service of their country, 
whether it be as the result of a downed 
helicopter, a sniper's bullet, a sneak 
bombing, a damaged or faulty airplane, 
or a naval accident, should be entitled to 
benefits for their loved ones equivalent 
to those who lost their lives in earlier 
military activities. 

My bill would not require additional 
appropriations nor increase the budget. 
The net effect would be simply to en
title widows of post-Korean military vet
erans, whose death can be attributed to 
active service factors, to the small down
payment and low interest features for 
home and business loans insured by 
the Veterans' Administration. The bill 
would limit benefits to a period of 10 

years after the date of the veteran's 
death, except that no entitlement would 
expire prior to 10 years after the bill were 
enacted. 

Mr. President, the :financial and hu
man success of the VA loan program is 
well known. At very little cost it has 
enabled the widows of thousands of vet
erans to obtain needed housing or to es
tablish small businesses. With the risk 
of loss almost negligible, I urge the adop
tion of this bill in order to treat equitably 
and justly the dependents of those who 
suffer service-connected deaths from 
causes incurred on active duty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc
GOVERN in the chair) . The bill will be 
received and appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 1697) to amend chapter 
37 of title 38, United States Code, in 
order to make the widows of certain 
peacetime veterans eligible for loans 
under such chapter, introduced by Mr. 
BAYH, was received, read twice by its title, 
and referred to the Committee on La
bor and Public Welfare. 

BANK MERGERS 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 

introduce, for appropriate reference, a 
bill to eliminate the misunderstanding, 
confusion, and controversy which we 
now :find in the bank merger :field. My 
bill would exempt bank mergers ap
proved under the Bank Merger Act from 
the restrictions of the Sherman Antitrust 
Act and section 7 of the Clayton Act. 
This would place bank mergers in the 
same category as mergers in other regu
lated industries approved under other 
statutes which delegate to specialized 
agencies the responsibility for carrying 
out our antitrust policies. This is the 
case with railroad mergers. I am sure 
no one here would want to turn over 
the problems involved in the New York 
Central-Pennsylvania Railroad merger 
to the Antitrust Division and the district 
court under the antitrust laws. 

At the time the Bank Merger Act of 
1960 was adopted it was generally 
agreed-in fact I think it was fair to say 
that it was universally agreed-that the 
restrictions of section 7 of the Clayton 
Act did not apply to bank mergers, and 
I think it was universally recognized that 
the decision of the Congress was against 
making section 7 of the Clayton Act ap
plicable to bank mergers. The long 
background of the Bank Merger Act in
cluding specifically the overwhelming 
vote by which the O'Mahoney amend
ment was rejected-55 nays to 25 yeas-
make this clear. In 1960 it was also gen
erally recognized that the Sherman 
Act-if it applied to banking and bank 
mergers at all-had not proved effective 
to prevent bank mergers and was no pro
tection to the current wave of bank 
mergers. 

I think all will . agree that the Bank 
Merger Act was intended to be the anti
trust law applicable to the :field of bank 
mergers, providing for a balanced judg
ment including due consideration of 
banking factors, public convenience and 
necessity, and competitive factors in
cluding tendencies toward monopoly. 
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The Supreme Court in the Philadel
phia and Lexington cases has rewrit
ten the antitrust laws and has nullified 
the intention of the Congress in passing 
the Bank Merger Act. 

My bill will reinstate the original pur
pose and intent of Congress when it 
passed the Bank Merger Act. Since, in 
my judgment, the Supreme Court has 
erroneously interpreted antitrust la.ws 
and the Bank Merger Act, my bill is 
drafted so as to be applicable not only 
to future mergers but to all mergers 
heretofore consummated pursuant to ap
propriate regulatory approval including 
mergers now under attack by the De
partment of Justice under the antitrust 
laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred, and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 1698) to amend the Bank 
Merger Act so as to provide that bank 
mergers, whether accomplished by the 
acquisition of stock or assets or in any 
other way, are subject exclusively to the 
provisions of the Bank Merger Act, and 
for other purposes, introduced by Mr. 
ROBERTSON, was received, read twice by 
its title, referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1698 
A bill to amend the Bank Merger Act so as to 

provide that bank mergers, whether ac
complished by the acquisition of stock or 
assets or in any other way, are subject ex
clusively to the provisions of the Bank 
Merger Act, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sub
section (c) of section 18 of the Federal De
posit Insurance Act is amended by adding 
immediately before the last sentence of that 
subsection the following sentence: 

"The authority to approve mergers, con
solidations, and acquisitions of stock or as
sets and assumptions of liabilities, herein 
conferred on the Comptroller of the Cur
rency, the Board of Governors of the Federal 
Reserve System, and the Corpora ti on shall 
be exclusive and plenary, and any banks par
ticipating in a transaction approved or au
thorized under the provisions of this section 
shall be and they are relieved from the oper
ation of the antitrust laws, including the 
Sherman Antitrust Act and the Clayton Act, 
with respect to such transaction, whether 
accomplished by the acquisition of stock or 
the acquisition of assets, or in any other way, 
and whether such transaction has been or 
is hereafter consummated." 

SEC. 2. No proceedings shall hereafter be 
instituted or prosecuted under the antitrust 
laws, including the Sherman Antitrust Act 
and the Clayton Act, against any bank in
sured under the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act by reason of or with respect to any 
merger, consolidation, or acquisition of stock 
or assets and assumption of liabilities con
summated before May 13, 1960, pursuant to 
approval of the appropriate State or Federal 
bank supervisory authority. 

RELIEF OF CERTAIN MEMBERS OF 
THE AMERICAN HULL INSURANCE 
SYNDICATE 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President. I in

troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill 

for the relief of certain members of the 
American Hull Insurance Syndicate. 

This bill was introduced by me on 
March 29, 1965. I presume, through my 
own inadvertence, a sentence was deleted 
or omitted from the bill. This is a re
placement of the bill, S. 1600, that was 
introduced at that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill <S. 1704) for the relief of cer
tain members of the American Hull In
surance Syndicate, introduced by Mr. 
DIRKSEN, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

VOTING RIGHTS BILL-AMEND
MENT (AMENDMENT NO. 64) 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I sub
mit, for appropriate reference, an amend
ment to S. 1564, the administration's bill 
to end voter discrimination. My amend
ment would extend that bill to make sure 
that no citizen who was educated in an 
American-flag school in which the class
room language was other than English is 
denied the right to vote for failure to pass 
an English-language literacy test. I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be printed in the RECORD at the close 
of my remarks. 

I think everyone associated with 
S. 1564 hopes that it will be passed in 
the strongest possible form, the form 
which goes as far as law can go in stop
ping discrimination in the registration 
and voting processes. It would be a 
great shame if next year we found that 
we had not gone far enough with this 
year's effort and that we had to act again; 
That being so, I rise today to ask that 
S. 1564 be amended so as to reach a form 
of discrimination which persists under 
the law of New York State. 

There are between 450,000 and 480,000 
Puerto Rican citizens of voting age in 
New York City. Depending on which 
estimate is correct, the number of these 
citizens who are not registered to vote is 
anywhere from 225,000 to 330,000. Many 
of those who are not registered have been 
refused because they cannot pass New 
York State's English language literacy 
test, even though they are literate in 
Spanish, having been educated in that 
language in schools under the Ameri
can flag in Puerto Rico. 

In my judgment Congress can and 
should find that the operation of New 
York's literacy test to deprive literate 
Puerto Ricans of the right to vote is 
State action arbitrarily denying the 
franchise to a class of citizens. These 
Puerto Ricans have not only been edu
cated under the American flag in Puerto 
Rico, but are well informed about public 
issues through a great variety of Span
ish-language newspapers and periodicals, 
and radio and television programs. They 
should no longer be deprived of their 
right to vote because they cannot pass 
an English language literacy test. Their 
educational achievement in their native 
Puerto Rico should no longer go un
recognized. 

This amendment is constitutional. It 
is firmly grounded in the language of the 
14th amendment, since it seeks to repair 
a discrimination against the education
al achievement of a class of people. To 
any who argue that it should not be 
added to S. 1564 because that is cap
tioned as a 15th amendment piece of 
legislation, I think it suffices to say that 
we must be prepared to legislate against 
discrimination in the registration and 
voting processes wherever it appears, 
and that there is no constitutional bar
rier to adding an amendment premised 
upon a different constitutional dictate. 
There is no reason of ritual or rote which 
requires a separate bill merely because 
the form of the discrimination is differ
ent from that reached by the rest of the 
bill. . 

The amendment is neutrally worded. 
It does not single out New York in so 
many words. It applies to any State in 
which an English language literacy test 
discriminates against persons educated 
in American-flag schools in which the 
ma.in classroom language was other than 
English. If, for instance, Hawaii's lit
eracy test were not available in both 
English and Hawaiian, as it so wisely is, 
the amendment might well have had 
some application in that State. Because 
the amendment is neutral in its word
ing, it was necessary to find a level of 
educational achievement which cor
relates generally with the existence of 
literacy. Administration bills in recent 
years relating to proof of literacy have, 
supported by various studies, used the 
6th grade as the benchmark, and I have 
therefore used that standard in my 
amendment. 

I am convinced that Congress should 
act to right the discrimination created 
by the law of New York State. I do, of 
course, hope that the State will end the 
discrimination of its own accord in the 
present legislative session by making its 
literacy test available on a bilingual 
basis as Hawaii does, or by some other 
approach, but even if it does act, it will 
take some time before the action can 
be effective. The literacy test provision 
is in the State constitution, and changes 
in that document must pass two succes
sive sessions of the State legislatures 
and then be submitted to the people as 
well. Therefore, even if it were certain 
that New York State will change its 
literacy test this year, there would still 
be ample reason for the Congress · to act 
now to get immediate relief for the thou
sands of disenfranchised Puerto Ricans 
in New York. I hope the Judiciary Com
mittee will adopt my amendment and in
corporate it in S. 1564. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
appropriately ref erred; and, without ob
jection, the amendment will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The amendment <No. 64) was re
f erred to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
as follows: 

On page 3, between lines 23 and 24. insert 
the following new subsection: 

"(d) No person shall be denied the right 
to vote in any Federal, State, or local elec-
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tion because of his inability to speak ur un
derstand the English language, or to read or 
write matter in the English language, if he 
demonstrates that he has successfully com
pleted the sixth primary grade in a public 
school in, or a private school accredited by, 
any State or territory, the District of Colum
bia, or the Commonwealth m Puerto Rico in 
which the predominant classroom language 
was other than English." 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to add the name of 
Senator BIBLE to the cosponsors of S. 
1297, my bill to lower the percentage of 
silver in our coins. 

I also ask unanimous consent to add 
the names of Senators TYDINGS, BYRD of 
West Virginia, and WILLIAMS of New 
Jersey to s. 1446, the bill creating a Na
tional Wild Rivers System. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent · that at the next 
printing of Senate Joint Resolution 35, 
permitting citizens of the United States 
who have ·reached the age of 18 to vote 
in Federal elections, the name of the 
junior Senator from Michigan [Mr. 
HART] be added as a cosponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the junior Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] I ask unani
mous consent that his name be added as 
a cosponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 
65. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS 
Under authority of the orders of the 

Senate, as indicated below, the following 
names have been added as additional co
sponsors for the following bills: 

Authority of March 22, 1965: 
S. 1584. A bill to authorize the Administra

tor of the General Services to coordinate and 
otherwise provide for the economic and 
efficient purchase, lease, maintenance, op
eration, and utilization of automatic data 
processing equipment by Federal depart
ments and agencies: Mr. PROXMIRE. 

By authority of March 25, 1965: 
S. 1605. A bill authorizing additional ap

propriations for prosecution of projects in 
certain comprehensive river basin plans for 
flood control, navigation, and other purposes: 
Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. FuLBRIGHT, Mr. HOLLAND, 
Mr. JACKSON, Mr. LONG of Missouri, Mr. MAG
NUSON, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. 
METCALF, Mr. MURPHY, Mrs. NEUBERGER, and 
Mr. YouNG of North Dakota. 

S. 1633. A bill to amend title 23 of the 
United States Code, relating to highways, 
ln order to authorize a program to improve 
safety on the Federal aid primary, secondary, 
and urban systems of highways: Mr. LONG of 
Missouri. 

S. 1634. A bill to prohibit the introduction 
into interstate commerce of any shipping 
container manufactured in the United States 
from imported steel unless the container ls 
marked so as to lndica te the country of 
origin of the steel: Mr. BENNETT. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EN
ROLLED BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill (S. 307) granting the con
sent of Congress to a compact relating 
to taxation of motor fuels consumed by 
interstate buses and to an agreement re
lating to bus taxation proration and rec
iprocity, and it was signed by the Vice 
President. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, April 5, 1965, he presented 
to the President of the United States the 
enrolled bill (S. 307) granting the con
sent of Congress to a compact relating 
to taxation of motor fuels consumed by 
interstate buses and to an agreement re
lating to bus taxation proration and rec- · 
iprocity. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,· 
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered fo be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. COOPER: 
An adcti:.ess by Senator JOHN SHERMAN 

CooPER on Augus.t 30, 1957, entitled "The 
Tobacco Program: Why It is Needed; How 
It Is Working." 

FOREIGN CREDITORS SHOULD RE
PAY THEIR NATIONAL DEBT TO 
THE UNITED STATES BEFORE DE
MANDING OUR PAYMENT IN GOLD 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, in the 

face of our rapidly vanishing gold re
serves, I have received a number of letters 
suggesting that we call upon our debtors 
of World War I to honor their debt obli
gations to the United States and to desist 
from asking the United States to pay its 
current short-term obligations in gold 
instead of our paper dollars. I agree 
With the arguments made by these Ohio 
citizens that our short-term foreign cred
itors :first pay up their national debt to 
the United States incurred in World War 
I before demanding that we pay their 
present short-term credits in gold. 

On March 9, when Secretary of State 
Dean Rusk appeared before the Foreign 
Relations Committee, he answered cer
tain questions which I put to him per
taining to this problem. Since that time, 
the Secretary has submitted to the com
mittee a tabulation of the debtor nations 
and the amounts which they owe us. 

President de Gaulle has been unjustifi
ably drawing on our gold, creating great 
difficulty for us in our balance-of-pay
ments problems. 

He obviously forgets or is unwilling to 
consider that the United States has been 
fair and mindful of the past interdepend
ency of the United States and France. 
France owes the United States $6,600,-

759 ,.301 due from World War I. The 
people of the United States know that 
this debt arose out of the war in which 
we fought a common foe. 

We have not demanded the payment of 
this French indebtedness. The United 
States is prepared to pay in dollars the 
short-term obligations we owe to France 
but President de Gaulle insists that the 
payments be made in gold. 

We were considerate of the problem of 
the French people, but President de 
Gaulle is not equally considerate of our 
present problem. Our country on the 
basis of reciprocity and justice is entitled 
to better treatment than that which it 
has been accorded by President De 
Gaulle. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the dialog which I had with 
Secretary Rusk be printed in the RECORD: 

There being no objection, the dialog 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senator LONG. No thank you, Mr. Chair
man. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Senator from Ohio. 
TOTAL FOREIGN INDEBTEDNESS TO THE UNITED 

STATES 
Senator LAUSCHE. I would like to ask a 

few questions. Mr. Rusk, some mention has 
been made of the debts owing to us by dif
ferent nations, as a consequence, one, of 
World War I, and then, of World War II. Do 
you have available in round numbers the 
aggregate indebtedness that exists now, in
cluding the interest accumulation on the 
still existent debts of World War I? 

Secretary RusK. I don't have that with me 
this morning, Senator. I did mention the 
figure of just over $6 billion as it relates to 
France, but I don't have the others. I will be 
very glad to furnish those for the record. 

Senator LAuscHE. Do I understand you to 
say that the debt of France alone ls $6 bll
lion, or ls that the aggregate of all the na
tions? 

Secretary RusK. No, that is the World War 
I debt, accumulated principal and interest 
over time, in the absence of a final settle
ment or elimination of the problem. 

Senator LAuscHE. Relating to Franc& 
alone? 

Secretary RusK. Yes, sir, according to the 
information--

The CHAIRMAN. If the Senator Wlll yield, I 
put that in the record last year in a speech. 
I got the figure from the Treasury, and 1t 
is over $6 b1llion. Part of that is not yet 
due under the arrangements made after the 
war. The due date hasn't arrived, but that 
is the total up to now including what--

Secretary RusK. As far as the debts that 
arose out of World War II are concerned, 
France is current in its payments of those 
debts. 

Senator LAUSCHE. May I ask the chairman 
did his tabulation also cover the aggregate 
debts that are owing to us out of World 
War II? 

The CHAIRMAN. No, 1t did not, because 
they were current with those debts. There 
were the ones growing up subsequent to 
World War I. Most of them were set forth 
1n settlements made about the time of the 
Young agreement made in the twenties. 

Secretary RusK. That is correct, sir. 
Senator LAuscHE. I would like to have 

supplied for the record a tabulation of the 
identity of the debtors, the principal 
amounts stm due, and the accumulated in
terest on World War I debts and a similar 
tabulation relating to World War II. 
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(The information referred to follows:) 

Indebtedness of foreign governments to the United States arising from World War I, as of June 30, 1964 

Cumulative payments Amount due June 30, 1964 

Original Interest through Total 
Indebtedness June 30, 1964 Unreturned Principal and 

Principal Interest Total principal interest due and 
unpaid 

Armenia ___ ____ ------__ $11, 959, 917. 49 $26, 793, 083. 37 $38, 753, 000. 86 - --- - - ---------- ------------------ $38, 753, 000. 86 
---- $3~53o~sos~24-

$38, 753, 000. 86 Austria 1 ___ ____ ___ _____ 26, 843, 148. 66 44, 058. 93 . 26, 887, 207. 59 $682,688. 00 - -- -- ------------- 26, 025, 539. 59 22, 494, 034. 35 Belgium __ ___ _____ _____ · 419, 837, 630. 37 293, 936, 720. 47 713, 774, 350. 84 19, 157, 630. 37 $33, 033, 642. 87 661, 583, 077. 60 219, 980, 000. 00 441, 603, 077. 60 Cuba ________________ __ 10, 000, 000. 00 2, 286, 751. 58 12, 286, 751. 68 10, 000,000. 00 2, 286, 751. 58 ------------- ------ ------ --- - ----- -- - -- ---- -- - -- --- - - --Czechoslovakia ________ 185, 071, 023. 07 97, 297, 635. 61 282, 368, 658. 78 19, 829, 914.17 304, 178. 09 262, 234, 566. 52 91, 875, 000. 00 170, 359, 566. 52 
Estonia __ -------------- 16, 466, 012. 87 20, 152, 190. 71 16, 618, 202. 88 ----- ----------- 1, 248, 432. 07 35, 369, 720. 81 10, 036, 000. 00 25, 333, 770. 81 
Finland _______ ___ __ ---- 8, 999, 999. 97 10, 953, 718. 46 19, 953, 718. 43 2 3, 751, 300. 98 2 10, 937, 285. 27 5, 285, 132. 18 5, 243, 698. 99 316, 433.19 
France ____ ------- --- --- 4, 089, 689, 523. 18 2, 552, 119, 487.14 6, 944, 809, 075. 32 226, 639, 588. 18 70, 036, 302. 82 6, 455, 733, 184. 32 1, 958, 692, 869. 71 4, 497, 000, 314. 61 
Great Britain _______ ___ 4, 802, 181, 641. 56 6, 524, 431, 953. 11 11, 326, 613, 599. 67 134, 481, 641. 56 1, 590, 672, 656. 18 9, 301, 759, 391. 93 2, 701, 000, 000. 00 6, 600, 759, 301. 93 
Greece•------ ------ ---- 32, 499, 922. 67 16, 781, 628. 44 49, 281, 531. 11 983, 922. 67 3, 143, 133. 34 45, 154, 495.10 9,100,000.00 36, 054, 495. 10 Hungary 6 _________ _____ 1, 982, 555. 50 2, 576, 335. 31 4, 553, 890. 61 73, 995. 50 182, 924. 26 4, 001, 971. 05 1, 212, 085. 00 2, 789, 886. 05 
Italy _____ ___ __ -- ---- - __ 2, 042, 364, 319. 28 295, 203, 720. 22 2, 337, 368, 039. 50 37, 464, 319. 28 63, 365, 560. 88 2, 236, 538, 199. 34 1, 262, 900, 000. 00 953, 638, 159. 34 
Latvia ___ ____ _ --- ------ 6, 888, 634. 20 8, 533, 006. 20 15, 421, 671.11 9, 200. 00 752,349. 07 14, 660, 122. 04 4, 230, 300. 00 10, 129, 822. 04 
Liberia __ ----- --------- 26, 000. 00 10, 471. 52 36, 471. 55 26, 000. 00 10, 471. 56 ----------- -- - ----- -- -------- - - -- ---- ----- ----- --------Lithuania ______________ 6, 432, 465. 00 7, 965, 412. 34 14, 397, 877.14 234, 783. 00 1, 003, 173. 58 13, 159, 920. 56 3, 859, 007. 00 9, 300, 913. 56 
Nicaragua•------------ 141, 950.36 26,625. 48 168, 575. 84 112, 950.36 26, 625. 48 ----------- -------- ------ - -------- -- - --- ------------- --
Poland_------------- -- 207, 344, 297. 37 257, 946, 604. 38 465, 290, 901. 75 7 1, 287, 299. 37 21, 359, 000. 18 442, 644, 684. 20 128, 375, 000. 00 314, 269, 604. 20 
Romania_-------- - -- -- 68, 359, 192. 45 45, 816, 305. 84 114, 175, 498. 89 8 4, 498, 632. 02 ' 292, 375. 20 109, 384, 491. 07 35, 084, 000. 00 74, 300, 491. 07 
Russia.- ----- -- ----- --- 192, 601, 297. 57 447, 199, 484. 93 639, 800, 782. 30 ------ ------ -- - - g 8, 750, 311. 88 631, 050, 470. 42 ---------- - -- - -- - - 631, 050, 470. 42 
Yugoslavia_----------- 63, 577, 712. 55 19, 354, 652. 92 82, 932, 365. 47 1, 952, 712. 55 636, 059.14 80, 343, 591. 73 38, 895, 000. 00 41, 448, 593. 78 

TotaL----------- 12, 193, 267, 338. 92 10, 929, 229, 851. 91 23, 122, 497, 190. 83 766, 495, 556. 01 1, 998, 341, 233. 45 20, 363, 660, 401. 37 6, 494, 018, 465. 94 13, 869, 641, 935. 43 

1 The Federal Republic of Germany has recognized liability for securites falling due 6 Interest payments from Dec. 15, 1932, to June 15, 1937, were paid in pengo equiva-
between Mar. 12, 1938 and May 8, 1945. lent. 

2 $5,905,605.58 has been made available for educational exchange programs with 
19

a
38

T. he indebtedness of Nicaragua was canceled pursuant to the agreement of Apr. 14, 
Finland pursuant to 20 U.S.C. 282-224. 

a Represents deferred interest due Dec. 15, 1964. 1 Excludes claim allowance of $1,813,428.69 dated Dec. 15, 1929. 
t Includes $11,336,000 of this debt which has been refunded by the agreement of a Excludes payment of $100,000 on June 14, 1940, as a token of good faith. 

May 28, 1964. The agreement has not been ratified by Congress. 9 Principally proceeds from liquidation of Russian assets in the United States. 

INDEBTEDNESS OF FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS TO THE Secretary RUSK. I believe the net has gone We have fought common foes. We 
UNITED STATES ARISING FROM woRLD WAR II up about $400 million a year compared to have acted as interdependents, believing 
The executive branch is currently prepar- say 4 or 5 years ago, and similarly with pass- that the life of France was vital to the 

ing definitive data on the status of World ports. We are issuing now about 75 percent security of the life of the United States. 
War 11 debts owed to the United States, but more passports than we did in 1961. 

In other words, there has been a very I supposed the French people believed 
this information is not presently available. substantial increase. Now fortunately there that the continued life of the United 

Secretary RusK. Very well, sir. 
Senator LAuscHE. With regard to the out- has also been a very substantial increase in States was related to the continued life 

standing debts as a consequence of World tourism coming the other way, but not quite of France. But for unknown reasons, 
War I, has there in every instance been an enough to take up the energetic desire of the in these years of 1964 and 1965, De Gaulle 

b t American people to travel abroad. h f tt 11 f th t th ti agreement made where the disputes a ou Senator LAuscHE. If the imbalance result- as orgo en a o a sympa e · c re-
the amount of the debt have been settled? ing solely from tourism is growing worse, why lationship. I wish to say to him that 

Secretary RusK. I don't think this matter are you hesitant about exercising greater when he is injuring us, he is injuring 
has been completely closed otr by agreement. efforts to discourage tourism abroad? France also. 
I would have to review the history on that. Secretary RusK. Well, we hope that we can I yield the floor. 
I have asked my colleagues in the last few 
days to prepare that for me. I just don't use it just as in the case of capital invest- Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
have it at my finger.tips this morning, sir. ment, we can try the process of persuasion, suggest the absence of a quorum. 

senator LAusCHE. My recollection is that at rather than going to compulsory measures The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
d t R i th h not been that interfere very greatly with private decl- clerk wi"ll call the roll. least with regar o uss a ere as sions and judgments on the matter. 

any agreement. Tourism itself is a very important element The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
Secretary RusK. Oh, that is quite true as of our relations with other countries in both roll. 

far as the Soviet Union is concerned. directions. We would not wish to move dras- Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, · I 
nxscussioNs ON AMERICAN TOURISM tically on it if it were possible to have lt ask unanimous consent that the order 

senator LAuscHE. Is the Department at all make some contribution. for the quorum call be rescinded. 
discussing with foreign nations their con- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
cern about our Government advocating a pol- time of the Senator from Ohio has ex- out objection, it is so ordered. 
icy of inducing American tourists to visit 
the United States, and thus help our balance- pired. 
of-payments problem? Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask LEGISLATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

secretary RusK. We have had some ex- unanimous consent that I may be per
changes on that, but our principal effort thus mitted to speak for another 2 minutes. 
far has been to indicate to our Americans The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
that if they are making on-balance judg- out objection, it is so ordered. 
ments about what their own tourist plans Mr. LAUSCHE. The total indebted
are, that they might want to consider visit- ness due us from our foreign creditors 
ing parts of the country that they have not growing out of World War I, which in
seen. 

The net deficit in our tourist account 1s eludes interest and principal payment, 
about $1.7 b1llion as I understand it. Tb.ere is in excess of $23 billion. It is interest
has been an increase of about $400 m1111on ing to note that Russia is indebted to us 
in the past 4 years. We don't want to dis- on the amount of $639 million. How
courage tourism as such. ever, I believe that amount is the con-

We would like, however, during this period, sequence of some adjustments that were 
when we are working on the gold balance, to made and which brought the larger flg
encourage Americans to have a good look at ure down to this sum of $639 million. 
their own country, and if they are ma.king 
on-balance judgments, to perhaps do some To summarize, it would seem to me 
traveling here first. You see, the number of that the closeness of ties which in the 
passports, for example-- past has existed between the French 

Senator LAuscHE. The amount bas in- Government and the French people and 
creased in the last 4 yea.rs. It is now up to the U.S. Government and the U.S. peo
$1.7 bill1on, did you say? ple ought to be remembered by De Gaulle. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this 
past week the Senate passed numerous 
bills including the following: author
ized the Secretary of Interior to trans
fer title to movable property to munici
palities which assume operation and 
maintenance responsibilities for project 
works <S. 1000); added volunteer fire 
companies to the group of qualified non
profit organizations entitled to use 
preferential second- and third-class post
age rates for bulk mailings <S. 390); ex
tended to 1975 the authority of the Sec
retary of Interior to enter into contracts 
with the Middle Rio Grande Conserv
ancy District, New Mexico, for payment 
of operation and maintenance charges 
involved in the irrigation of Pueblo In
dian lands CS. 1462) ; and authorized up 
to $23 million for Federal construction 



April 5, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 6923 
of the multipurpose Tualatin reclama
tion project in Washington County, 
Oreg. <S. 254). 

The week of April 5-10, the Senate 
will act on the military procurement bill 
(S. 800); the tobacco acreage bill <H.R. 
5721); amendments to the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act (S. 693); and 
the elementary and secondary educa
tion bill <H.R. 2362); to be followed by 
the voting rights bill (S. 1564) which is 
to be reported to the Senate April 9. 

In addition to the above, the Senate 
may act on the following measures to be 
reported by the Senate Commerce Com
mittee on April 6: To exempt oceano
graphic research vessels from the appli
cation of certain vessel inspection laws 
(S. 627); the Coast Guard authorization 
<H.R. 4527); a 1-year extension of the 
National Commisson on Food Marketing 
(S. 1555); an amendment to the Wool 
Products Labeling Act (S. 836); author
izing the Secretary of Commerce to em
ploy aliens in a scientific or technical 
capacity <S. 905) ; authorizing the Sec
retary of Commerce to adopt improved 
accounting procedures <S. 908) ; a bill 
authorizing vessel documentation <S. 
1275); an amendment to the Textile 
Fiber Products Identification Act <S. 
1129); and a pesticides measure affecting 
fish and wildlife <S. 1623). 
COMMITTEE ACTIVITY DURING THE WEEK OJI' 

APRIL 5-10 

Appropriations: Hearings will con
tinue on Agriculture, Defense, Labor
HEW, Public Works, and the second 
supplemental. 

Banking: Housing subcommittee will 
continue on S. 1354, the omnibus hous
ing bill. 

Commerce: Full committee executive 
on April 6, to be followed by hearings on 
Rupert Murphy and John Bush to be 
members of ICC. Subcommittee hear
ings April 7 and 8 on S. 179 and S. 1098, 
freight car shortage. 

District of Columbia: Subcommittee 
hearings April 6' in connection with 
adjustment of traffic tickets in the Dis
trict of Columbia. Subcommittee hear
ings April 8 on S. 1316, authorizing the 
District of Columbia Commissioners to 
enter into joint contracts for supplies and 
services; and s. 1314, authorizing Dis
trict of Columbia Commissioners to close 
streets in connection with redevelopment 
or urban renewal projects. 

Foreign Relations: Continues markup 
on foreign aid authorization bill. 

Interior and Insular Affairs: Subcom
mittee hearings April 5 on S. 1413, Col
ville Indian termination bill. subcom
mittee hearings April 6 on S. 339, to 
establish Agate Fossil Beds National 
Monument, Nebr. Subcommittee hear
ings April 7 on S. 1088, authorizing con
struction of Touchet Division, Walla 
Walla project, Oregon and Washington. 

Judiciary: Hearings will continue 
April 5 on voting rights bill (S. 1564) , to 
be followed by markup sessions and 
reporting on April 9. 

Labor and Public Welfare: Full com
mittee executive April 6 on H.R. 2362, the 
Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act. Subcommittee hearings April 7 and 
8 on S. 1566, to extend the Juvenile and 
Youth Offenses Control Act. 

Public Works: Subcommittee hearings 
April 6, 8, and 9 on S. 306, to provide re
search programs relative to controlling 
air pollution resulting from gasoline and 
diesel engine fumes. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a resume of Senate legislative 
activity through April 1 be included in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the resume 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SENATE LEGISLATIVE ACTIVITY THROUGH APRIL 

1, 1965 
The tally sheet so far-

Senate activity: 
Days in session___________________ 23 
Hours in session _________________ 176: SO 
Total measures passed___________ 149 
Confirmations ____________________ 23,262 
Public 'Laws______________________ 6 

PRESIDENTIAL RECOMMENDATIONS 

APPROPRIATIONS 

Agricultural Supplemental: Appropriated 
$1.6 billion for Commodity Credit Corpora
tion, allowed the President final discretion 
in shipping surplus food to Egypt, and sus
pended until May 1 the planned closing of 
11 VA hospitals, 4 domic111aries and the 
merger of 17 regional offices. Public Law 
89-2 (PR) 

CONGRESS 

Joint Committee on the Budget: Estab
lished a 14-member Joint Committee on the 
Budget composed of 7 members from each Ap
propriations Committee, 4-to-s ratio. The 
purpose of the Joint Committee is to serve 
the Appropriations Commi·ttee year-round 
with the same expertise as the Bureau of 
Budget for the executive. S. 2 passed Sen
ate January 27. 

Joint Committee on Organization o! Con
gress: Established a 12-member bipartisan 
Joint Committee on the Organization of 
Congress to make a full and complete study 
of the organization and operation of Congress 
and to recommend improvements. Rules 
changes are eliminated from the study. Au
thorizes $150,000 through January 31, 1966, 
to be paid from the contingent fund of the 
Senate. First report to be submitted 120 
days following effective date of the resolution. 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 2 passed Sen
ate March 9, 1965; Passed House March 3, 
1966. 

DEFENSE 

Zinc, lead and copper: Authorized the dis
posal of 200,000 tons each of zinc and lead 
and the sale of 100,000 short tons of copper 
to producers and processors. H.R. 1496 Pub
lic Law 89-

Stockpile Act: Provides more statutory 
guidance on the purpose for which materials 
would be stockpiled; provides for disclosure 
to Congress and the public, pertinent in
formation on the management; permits dis
posals o! surplus material without requiring 
congressional action on each while retaining 
in Congress the power to disapprove pro
posed disposals; and makes contracts for 
furnishing materials to the stockpile subject 
to the Renegotiation Act. S. 28 passed Sen
ate February 9. 

ECONOMY 

Aid to Appalachia: Authorized $1.1 b1llion 
in aid to the 11-State Appalachian region and 
established the Appalachia Regional Com
mission; $840 million of this amount wm be 
in the form of Federal grants for a 5-year 
highway construction program and a 2-year 
authorization of $252.4 million for a variety 
of economic development projects. Public 
Law 89-4 (PR). 

Disaster victims: Directs the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator to make SID. im
mediate study of alternative programs which 

could be established to help provide financlal 
assistance to those suffering property losses 
in flood, earthquake, and other natural dis
asters, including alternative· methods of Fed
eral insurance as well as the existing flood 
insurance program. S. 408 passed Senate 
January 28. 

Gold cover: Repeals the requirement of 
25 percent gold backing of commerciBJ bank 
deposits held by the Federal Reserve banks, 
but retains the 25-percent requirement 
against Federal Reserve notes in actual circu
lation. Public Law 89-3 (PR). 

Manpower Act of 1965: Extends the Man
power Development and Training Act to June 
30, 1970, authorizes $454 million for fiscal 
1966, and provides up to 2 years' training in 
classrooms or on the job for persons unem
ployed because they lack education or skills. 
S. 974. In conference (PR). 

GENERAL GOVERNMENT 

Goddard Day: Designates March 16, 1965, 
as Goddard Day in honor of Dr. Robert 
Hutchings Goddard, the father of modem
day rocketry. Public Law 89-5. 

Water pollution control: Vests , authority 
to establish purity standards for interstate 
water and authorizes $80 million in new 
grants to help States and localities develop 
new methods of separating combined storm
water and sewage-carrying sewer systems; 
increase the dollar ceUing limitations on in
dividual grants for construction of waste 
treatment works from $600,000 to $1 million 
for a single project and from $2,400,000 to 
$4 million for a joint project involving two 
or more communtties. S. 4 passed Senate 
January 28. H. Cal. (PR.) 

Water pollution control-Federal installa
tions: Provides for improved cooperation by 
Federal agencies to control water and air 
pollution from Federal installations and fa
c111ties and to control automotive vehicle air 
pollution. S. 560 passed Senate March 25. 

HOUSING 

Distressed homeowners: Authorizes the 
Veterans' Administrrution to extend aid to 
distressed homeowners who, after relying on 
VA or FHA construction standards and in
spections, find structural or other major de
fects in their properties purchased with GI 
mortgage loans which affect the livability of 
the property. s. 507 passed Senate January 
27. (PR.) 

INDIANS 

Pueblo Indian irrigation charges: Extends 
to 1975 the authority initially granted the 
Secretary of Interior by the act of August 2!7, 
1935, to enter into contracts wi·th the Middle 
Rio Grande Conservancy District, New Mex
ico, for payment of operation and mainte
nance charges involved in the irrigation of 
some 11,000 acres of Pueblo Indian lands 
within the district. S. 1462 passed Senaite 
March29. 

Movable Property Act: Authorizes the Sec
retary of Interior to transfer title to movable 
property to municipalities which assume op
eration and maintenance responsibilities for 
project works serving municipal and indus
trial functions under the same conditions 
and on the same terms as title may be trans
ferred to an irrigation district or water users' 
organization which assumes operation and 
maintenance responsib111ties for project 
works serving an irrigation function. S. 1000 
passed Senate March 29. 

Postal rates for volunteer fire companies: 
Adds volunteer fire companies to the group 
of qualified nonprofit organizations entitled 
to use preferential second- and third-class 
postage rates for bulk mailings. s. 390 
passed Senate March 29. 

HEALTH 

Community health services extension: Ex
tends for 5 fiscal years, 1966-70, authority 
for grants to States and communities for 
mass immunization programs against pollo, 
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diphtheria, whooping cough, tetanus, and 
adds measles. Extends for 1 year general and 
special health services, including those for 
migratory workers, chronically ill and aged, 
and grants for research to improve such serv
ices. S. 510 passed Senate March 11 (PR). 

Loan cancellation: Permits cancellation of 
a portion of the unpaid balance of a student 
loan awarded to a physician or dentist who 
practices in a shortage area. S. 576 passed 
Senate January 28. 

INTERNATIONAL 

Coffee implementation: This bill imple
ments the International Coffee Agreement 
ratified in 1963, and authorizes the President 
to require all coffee entering U.S. markets 
and all exports of coffee to be accompanied 
by a certificate of origin or a certificate of 
reexport. Limits imports of coffee from 
countries which have not joined in the 
agreement; and requires certain recordkeep
ing. S. 701 passed senate February 2 (PR). 

Disarmament act amendments: Authorizes 
an appropdation of $20 million for fiscal 
years 1966 and 1967 for the Disarmament 
Agency, thus continuing the authorization 
on the same basis as fiscal years 1964 and 
1965. H.R. 2998, in conference (PR). 

Inter-American Development Bank: Pro
vides for a $750 million increase in the U.S. 
contrilmtion to the Fund for Special Opera
tions of the Inter-American Development 
Bank-over a 3-year period at the rate of 
$250 million a year. This represents the U.S. 
share of a planned $900 million increase in 
the fund which will serve to strengthen 
multinational aid and the Alliance for P,rog
ress. Public Law 89-6 (PR). 

JUDICIAL 

Illicit traffic in child adoption: Imposes 
Federal criminal sanctions on persons en
gaged in interstate or foreign commerce in 

. the illicit traffic of placing children for adop
tion or permanent free care. S. 624 passed 
Senate March 22. 

PRESIDENCY 

Presidential succession: Proposed an 
amendment to the Constitution that will 
totally replace article II, section I, clause 5, 
relating to succession to the Presidency and 
Vice-Presidency. Senate Joint Resolution 1 
passed Senate February 19. House Calendar 
(PR). 

RESOURCE AND RECREATION BUILDUP 

Bighorn Canyon National Recreation Area: 
Authorizes $355,000 for the establishment of 
the Bighorn Canyon National Recr~ation 
Area in the States of Montana and Wyoming 
to provide for public outdoor recreation use 
and enjoyment of the proposed Yellowtail 
Reservoir, and for the preservation of the 
scenic, scientific, and historic features of the 
area. S. 491 passed Senate February 10 (PR). 

. Kaniksu National Forest: Authorizes up to 
$500,000 from the land and water conserva
tion fund to extend the boundaries of the 
Kaniksu National Forest to include lands 
necessary for the protection and conservation 
of the scenic values and natural environment 
of Upper Priest Lake in Idaho. S. 435 passed 
Senate March 4. 

Manson irrigation unit, Washington: Au
thorizes $12.3 million for the construction 
and operation of the Manson unit of the 
Chief Joseph Dam project. The Manson unit 
has an irrigation potential of 5,770 acres of 
land, with half of the costs reimbursable. 
S. 490 passed Senate February 10. 

Nez Perce National Historical Park, Idaho: 
Authorizes $630,000 for the purchase of 1,500 
acres of land to establish the Nez Perce Na
tional Historical Park to commemorate, pre
serve, and interpret the historic values in the 
early Nez Perce Indian culture, the tribe's 
war of 1877 with U.S. cavalry troops, the 
Lewis and Clark Expedition through the area 
early in the 19th century, subsequent fur 

trading, gold mining, logging, and missionary 
activity. S. 60 passed Senate February 10. 

River basin planning: Authorizes Federal 
grants of $5 million a year in matching funds 
to States for State project planning over a 
10-year period; sets up a Cabinet-level water 
resources council to coordinate river basin 
planning; and authorizes creation of river 
basin commissions for regional planning. S. 
21 in conference (PR). 

Tualatin project, Oregon: Authorizes up to 
$23 million for the Federal construction of 
the multipurpose Tualatin reclamation 
project in Washington County, 9reg. S. 254 
passed Senate April 1. 

Water Resources Research Act: Amends 
the 1964 Water Resources Research Act to 
authorize grant, matching, and contract 
funds for assistance to educational institu
tions in addition to State land-grant col
leges, to competent private organizations and 
individuals, and to local, State, and Federal 
agencies in undertaking special research in 
water resource problems. Authorizes $5 
million for fiscal 1966 and increases the au
thorization by $1 million annually until the 
level of $10 million is reached. The ceiling 
of $10 million will remain thereafter. S. 22 
passed Senate March 25 (PR). 

Yakima project, Washington: Authorizes 
$5.1 million for the extension, construction, 
and operation of the Kennewick division of 
the Yakima project with an irrigation poten
tial of 7,000 additional acres (present irri
gated acreage is 19,000). All but approxi
mately $135,000 is reimbursable. S. 794 
passed Senate February 10. 

TAXES 

Motor fuels taxation compact: Grants the 
consent of Congress to any of the several 
States and the District of Columbia to enter 
into a compact relating to taxation of motor 
fuels consumed by interstate buses and to 
an agreement relating to bus taxation pro
ration and reciprocity. S. 307, Public Law 
89-11. 

. Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME FOR A TH~-IN 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, there 

comes a time in the course of political 
and social change when moderation be
comes a vital ingredient. The American 
process of nonrevolutionary change re
quires both the catalyst and the tran
quilizer. The recent events in Alabama 
are beginning to demonstrate the need 
for a "think-in"-a period of cooling-off 
by those pressing for expanded voting 
rights for all Americans. 

It is tragic and regrettable that the 
Alabama confrontation has caused the 
deaths of the Reverend James Reeb, 
Viola Gregg Liuzzo, or Jimmy Lee Jack
son. I know my colleagues from the 
great State of Alabama and the over
whelming majority of Alabamians re
gret and deplore the taking of human 
life. 

Mr. President, I am confident the 
courts of Alabama and the citizens of 
that State will face their responsibilities 
in dealing with the crime of murder. 

I have been a frequent critic of the 
Supreme Court and some of its recent 
decisions, but I think Chief Justice War
ren commented succinctly on tl1e role 
of the courts in dealing with barbarous 
acts of society : 

"When society acts to deprive one of its 
members of his life, liberty, or property, it 
takes its most awesome steps," Mr. Justice 
Warren wrote in Coppedge v. United States. 
"No general respect for, nor adherence to, 
the law as a whole can well be expected 
without judicial recognition of the para
mount need for prompt, eminently fair, and 
sober criminal law procedures. The meth
ods we employ in the enforcement of our 
criminal law have aptly been called the 
measure by which the quality of our civili
zation may be judged." 

All decent Americans want to see the 
covert assailants, the attackers-by
night, brought befo~e the bar of justice. 

But there is abroad now a movement 
to indict the entire State of Alabama
and indeed much of the South-for the 
acts of a handful of terrorists, men out
side the law wherever they may be found. 

There can be no defense for terrorism. 
But at the same time, the aftermath of 
tragedy should not be the building of 
new tensions and new animosities which 
can only serve to harden attitudes and 
light those torches which draw the 
assassins from dark corners. 

I refer, Mr. President, to such mani
festations as a call for an economic boy
cott of the State of Alabama-tanta
mount to a plea for genocide. 

This plea comes at a moment in his
tory when the President of the United 
States, in the strongest possible terms, 
has already endorsed the drive for equal 
opportunity and particularly for voting 
rights for all Americans. 

The President of the United States, it 
may be pointed out, made clear his posi
tion long before Selma. One needs only 
to read his state of the Union message 
to discover this. 

There will shortly come before the Sen
ate, legislation dealing with voting rights. 
The Senate will discharge its responsi
bilities on this legislation in its best 
judgment-not under pressure or under 
threat. 

I need not dwell here on the merits of 
this legislation. Even when I opposed 
the civil rights bills of 1957, 1960, and 
1964, I emphasized that I did not oppose 
giving every American the right to regis
ter and vote. 

I am still committed to that principle 
and if the forthcoming legislation confers 
this right without imposing a civil wrong, 
then I shall support it. 

Mr. President, this legislative body will 
be hampered and the people of Alabama, 
white and Negro, will be badly served if 
the spirit of Thaddeus Stevens is rein
carnated. 

One of the provisions of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964 to which I was op
posed was the so-called genocide title
title VI-which provided for cutting off 
Federal funds to the States under certain 
conditions. 

I am still opposed to placing on the 
Federal statutes any :fiat which arrays 
the Federal Government against a region 
or a class of people. 



April 5, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 6925 

I am similarly opposed to invoking 
economic sanctions against the State of 
Alabama at this time. There is no need 
to inflame and incite at a period when 
the best of men's thoughts must be 
rallied. 

The New York Times of April 1 also 
reports that the Childs Securities Corp. 
has written Gov. George Wallace and 
notified him it would no longer buy or 
sell bonds issued by the State or any of 
its political subdivisions. While this is 
only one firm, similar actions by other 
bond houses could have a profound ef
fect on the State's economy. 

Whose purpose would it serve to have 
a mouthful of civil rights and no bread? 

The path to equal opportunity, Mr. 
President, means not only voting rights, 
but education and jobs. 

We are not dealing here with a foreign 
Power intent on overthrowing democracy. 
Alabama is not Cuba. We are talking of 
Americans who have a wide range of be
liefs, living in one of our 50 States. 

It would be a misguided and ill-timed 
decision indeed to seek genocide penal
ties against the State of Alabama at this 
time. 

Dr. Martin Luther King, who proposes 
the boycott, says he has been accused be
fore of taking actions at untimely mo
ments. But, Mr. President, Dr. King will 
merit that criticism in this instance if 
he persists in urging economic reprisals. 

Similarly, he errs when he counsels a 
moral obligation to obey "just laws" but 
not "unjust laws.'' The civil rights 
movement cannot be immune to court 
orders any more than the body of society. 

Respect for the law is a cornerstone 
of the Judea-Christian ethic. The Apos
tle Paul, counseled respect for authority 
even under Roman tyranny. 

Mr. President, conciliation is a spirit 
that undergirds civilization. We need 
that spirit of conciliation now-not 
bombs on the doorsteps of public officials 
or cries for vengeance. 

I think it was an act of wisdom when 
Congress wrote into the civil rights bill 
the establishment of a Federal Concilia
tion Service for civil rights. 

My colleague, Senator HOLLAND, and I 
supported the President's nominee for 
Director of that organization, a former 
Governor of our State, LeRoy Collins. 

It is significant that Governor Collins 
has also urged a slowdown of demon
strations and a lessening of pressures in 
Alabama. He has been on the scene and 
knows to what degree tempers can be 
frayed in tense situations such as these. 

Mr. President, I believe in the right of 
peaceful assembly and the right to peti
tion for redress of grievances. But this 
must be consistent with public order. 

I believe that civil rights marchers had 
the right to proceed from Selma to Mont
gomery in an orderly fashion, without 
obstructing traffic. I believe they were 
entitled to protection in that course. 

It was tragic that, in the final hours 
of that peaceful demonstration, self
appointed vigilantes chose to strike down 
Mrs. Liuzzo in the most cowardly manner. 

But cries for vengeance cannot restore 
Mrs. Liuzzo to life. Alabama needs no 
more martyrs. The point is made, the 
issue dramatized. This is not the time 

for retaliation or for pitting race against 
race, or Federal Government against 
State. 

Let Alabama be given time to breathe; 
let the Congress have the opportunity to 
proceed in an orderly fashion; let the 
civil rights movement demonstrate its 
bond with the Constitution. 

For civil right&-or any right-is not 
the special charge of any single agency 
or Government. I believe with James 
Madison that "the ultimate authority re
sides with the people alone and it will not 
depend on the comparative ambition of 
the different governments, whether 
either, or which of them, will be able to 
enlarge its sphere of jurisdiction at the 
expense of the other." 

In sum, Mr. President, let us proceed 
to resolve this issue of voting rights in an 
atmosphere which permits thought and 
reflection which allows us, as legislators, 
to move in a manner that does not rip 
the fabric of Federal-State responsibility. 

My own State of Florida has long been 
proud of a record of peaceful race rela
tions. The State legislature eliminated 
the poll tax more than 25 years ago. 
There are no literacy tests or other arti
ficial barriers to voting. I am confident 
that this record of achievement will con
tinue. 

But the pace of progress will be im
peded by extremism on either side. The 
civil rights movement will make a serious 
mistake if it concludes that more and 
more demonstrations are necessary and 
that it must shift from Selma to Tal
lahassee or anywhere else. 

Demonstrations are not an end in 
themselves. And even Mahatma Gandhi, 
whose concept of nonviolent demonstra
tion is embraced by Dr. King and the 
rights movement, also knew the use of 
restraint. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a column by William S. White, 
dealing with this subject, which appeared 
in the Washington Post of March 31, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no abjection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

Its timing is, moreover, provocative and 
mischiefmaking beyond ready belief. For 
Dr. King summons up the forces of unreason 
and the technique of the general strike at 
the very moment when the entire Johnson 
administration and a great majority of Con
gress are engaged upon a historic program 
to secure Negro voting rights beyond doubt 
or question. And it is this man, this holder 
of the Nobel Prize for peace, who has so long 
been presented as the chief voice of responsi
bility and reason within the Negro move
ment. 

If his demands were not already being 
met as fast as elementary orderliness and a 
decent regard for the minimum rights of 
dissenters in a free society could possibly 
meet them, his position might to some extent 
be understandable, even though it would 
still be wrong. 

In all the existing circumstances his atti
tude surely cannot be adopted even by the 
most advance~ civil rights advocates unless 
they believe that a single, unelected person, 
granting him, if one wishes, the highest 
motives, is entitled to pronounce a judgment 
of economic strangulation upon a part of 
the American Union. 

It is not pleasant to be in the middle of an 
issue such as this. Americans are not even 
remotely aware of the depth of bitterness 
being fomented in this Nation by the George 
Wallaces-and also, let Northern people rec
ognize by the Martin Luther Kings. 

All the same, the middle way is the only 
way if justice and national union and na
tional order are to be preserved; for justice 
never lies with the men of passion and vio
lent tongue. 

That part of the South which will not sub
mit to fair play for the Negro is demon
strably being forced to its knees by lawful 
process lawfully employed. Is it not now 
time, in all conscience, for an end to, or at 
least a suspension of, the long pillorying of 
one tortured region of this country? Is it 
not now time to put a period to marches 
and demonstrations, and now to an outright 
effort to destroy the economy of a whole 
State, at least until Congress has had some 
kind of chance to work its will? 

ESTONIA, LATVIA, AND LITHUANIA: 
ONCE PROUD REPUBLICS, NOW 
GRIM REMINDERS o :p SOVIET 
COLONIALISM 

as follows: · 
· Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, since 

the Second World War, the Western na
tions have been repeatedly condemned as 
imperialist or colonialist. Yet these 
countries, including France, Belgium, 
Britain, and the United States, have 
enabled countless African, Asian, and 
Asian Pacific nations to establish inde
pendent governments. Mr. President, 
should not the Soviet brand of imperial-

KING'S BOYCOTI': A SHOCKING DEMAND 

(By William S. White) . 
An odor of totalitarianism is rising from 

the supposedly nonviolent leadership in the 
Negt'o civil rights movement of the Reverend 
Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. 

Just as it had seemed that the men of 
reason and restraint, North and South, were 
at last to be able to raise their heads in this 
tragic business, Dr. King's call for an eco
nomic boycott of the entire State of Alabama 
has shocked the sensible North, repelled and 
sickened the moderate South, and maddened 
and rearmed those irreconcilaible southern
ers who resist any and all concessions to the 
Negro. 

It is an act hardly less damaging to the 
cause of true civil rights than the ac·ts on 
the other, far end of the stick of such men 
as Gov. George C. Wallace, of Alabama, and 
former Gov. Ross R. Barnett, of Mississippi. 

For what Dr. King proposes is tactically 
indefensible and morally intolerable. It is 
nothing less than the application of the 
principle of total warfare--against the just 
as well as the unjust, against Alabama Negro 
as well as Alabama white. A man who ap
peals so often to the higher moral law now 
urges what ls in principle the economic 
bombing of defenseless cities. 

. ism be exposed for the brutal thing that 
it is? Should not the nations of the 
world, assembled as the United Nations, 
be confronted with the plight of citizens 
of the captive states of Estonia, Latvia, 
and Lithuania and the other nations of 
Eastern Europe? 

As the American people have recently 
paid honor to our first President, the peo
ple of a small nation celebrated the 47th 

· anniversary of their independence. Last 
February 24, the people of Estonia re
called the creation of their free inde
pendent nation. Americans that week 
celebrated the birthday of George Wash
ington with a confidence that freedom, 
preserved for over a century and a half, 
will continue. But for Estonia, Latvia, 
and Lithuania, freedom was short lived, 
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and today these people are prevented 
from exercising their will. They are 
stifled by an outside force whose actions 
betray a total absence of respect for the 
individual. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
give thoughtful consideration to Senator 
DIRKSEN's resolution, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 10, of which I am very glad 
to be a coauthor. The distinguished mi
nority leader's proposal requests that the 
President of the United States bring be
fore the United Nations for its considera
tion the question of 1the forceful incorpo
ration into the Soviet Union of the many 
captive nations and peoples now behind 
the Iron curtain which stretches from 
the Baltic to the Black Sea. 

The Baltic nations to which I ref er, 
the nations of Estonia, Latvia, and Lith
uania, are neither new nor insignificant. 
The search for free institutions is both 
the common thread which unites the his
tory of the Baltic peoples and the com
mon experience which draws Americans 
and free men everywhere to their cause. 
Today Communist exploitation and sup
pression continue to sicken us, in Asia 
and in Europe; in Cuba as in some of the 
evolving nations of Africa. It plagues 
the consciences of men who are at liberty 
to determine their own government and 
who value the ooncept of civil liberties 
so central to the success of a democratic 
form of government. 

The Lithuanian kingdom, founded over 
700 years ago, in 1253, lapsed into 
confusion when the first and only 
Lithuanian King, Mindaugas, was assas
sinated 10 years after he was crowned. 
It was not until the 15th century that 
the Lithuanian people united with the 
Poles, as both nations sought to rid their 
lands of German Teutonic hegemony. 
Estonia was subjugated to Swedish, then 
Russian rule. Latvia witnessed similar 
strife during the centuries which pre
ceded the French Revolution. Yet, with 
the upheaval of the French Revolution, 
new intensified pressure focused ·on east
ern Europe and the Baltic. 

The French Revolution marked the be
ginning of modern political Europe. 
The economic, social, and military tur
moil of that Revolution and the Na
poleonic Wars scarred the map of the 
Continent. The Congress of Vienna, in 
1815, froze many of the changes which 
came about, as delegates to the meetings 
attempted to stifie the nationalistic sen
timents sweeping the Continent. The 
Baltic peoples' modern difficulties began 
with the upheaval of the French Revo- · 
lution. As a result of the 1815 Congress, 
the Russian czar became both the King 
of Poland and the Grand Duke of 
Lithuania. Throughout the 19th cen
tury the Baltic lands were eyed by the 
Prussians, the Austrians, and the Rus
sians. Late in the century, as tension 
in eastern Europe and the Middle East 
increased, and as the Continent and the 
world moved inexorably toward the First 
World War, Russian rule tightened in 
Lithuania and other Baltic States. Civil 
liberties were suppressed in an attempt 
to lessen Lithuanian, Estonian, and Lat
vian nationalism. The Russians unsuc
cessfully attempted to impose their val
ues and standards on the Baltic peoples. 

They continue that attempt today. 
Freemen believe this imposition of a 
totalitarian system should cease. 

The Bolshevik Revolution in 1917 af
forded Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia 
the chance to proclaim their independ
ence. The Lithuanian people declared 
their independence on February 16, 1918, 
the Estonians on February 24, 1918, and 
the Latvians on November 18, 1918, but 
hope for free institutions was cruelly 
snuffed out by the German occupation. 
After the war, despite the fact that the 
Baltic States were caught between Rus
sia and Germany, independent govern
ments and free institutions were created. 
The Soviet Union repeatedly acknowl
edged the independent status of the 
Baltic States. 

In 1921, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 
joined the League of Nations. Remark
able social and economic improvements 
were made in the 1920's and 1930's de
spite postwar and depression conditions. 
The late, great Herbert Hoover returned 
to Latvia and Estonia in 1938, having 
previously seen conditions in the Baltic 
at close range when he supervised war
time and postwar relief and rehabilita
tion operations. Mr. Hoover compared 
conditions in the Baltic with those in 
Russia for a special committee of the 
.House of Representatives: 

The Baltic Strutes, in contrast, had a free 
economy. Their currency was stable, their 
currencies were convertible into gold, they 
were accepted all over the world. Their fis
cal polioies were completely successful; their 
budgets were all balanced, their industries 
were thriving; their agriculture was making 
an astonishing progress. 

"The result was that the standard of living 
in the Baltic States was about as high as any 
standard of living in Europe, possibly outside 
of Switzerland and Norway. 

"The contrast with Russia was so great 
that it became one of the menaces of the 
Baltic States. The Russian people were con
stantly attempting to escape from Russia 
into the Baltic States. The Russians had 
established a barbed-wire fence over some 
portion of that border-I don't know how 
many miles--but in any event, they main
tained a rigid picket line in order to repel 
their own people from escaping into the more 
prosperous Baltic States to live." (P. 217, 
hearings of House Select Committee To In
vestigate . the Incorporation of the Baltic 
States into the U.S.S.R.--83d Cong., 1st sess., 
held under authority of H. Res. 346.) 

Despite the remarkable economic suc
cesses and democratic achievements of 
the interwar period, the onslaught of the 
Second World War doomed all Europe to 
oppression and chaos. Lithuania pro
vides an illustration. For that nation a 
brief, challenging period of political and 
economic freedom came to an abrupt end 
in June 1940, in the form of a Soviet ulti
matum to form a friendly government. 
Immediate Soviet occupation of this 
small nation decided the issue and with
in a month the pattern was complete. 
DePortation to Siberia, on-the-spot ex
ecution of potentially dangerous patriots 
and well-educated citizens, and phony 
single slate elections with handpicked 
candidates on the ballot were all part of 
the story. Lithuanians, once again 
caught between Germany and Russia, 
found their nation the scene of German 
invasion as Germany attacked Russia. 

The Nazis occupied the area from 1941 
to 1944. Following the German retreat 
the second wave of Soviet troops poured 
in. The following 4 years saw the forced 
collectivization of Lithuanian agricul
ture and deportation on a scale so mas
sive it is difficult for us to fathom. In 
this time, roughly 10 percent of the PoP
ulation, or 300,000 people were uprooted. 

As Americans, our position is clear; for 
we believe that men should be able to de
termine their own destinies. From all 
reliable sources we understand that the 
Soviet Union has attempted to impose an 
order, an economy, and a value system, 
all of which are contrary to the history, 
but most important to the aspirations of 
the Baltic peoples. 

The Soviet Union shall not succeed. 
As the human race careens into the sec
ond half of the 20th century, evidence 
increases that the Soviet hold on her 
satellites is slipping. The Communist 
bloc has become the antithesis of a 
monolithic structure. Is this not the 
time for the Congress and the American 
people to repledge its support for the 
aspirations of men and women who hope 
to create an open, free, and individlual
istic society? 

While our continued policy on non
recognition of the present puppet regimes 
in Latvia, Lithuania, and F.stonia has 
been made clear, representatives of the 
Department of State have argued that 
the United Nations is not the place for 
a discussion of this question. If the 
U.N. is not the place for discussion of 
tyranny in the Baltic, as well as colonial
ism and racism in South Africa, or civil 
war in the Congo, then no forum for 
discussion exists. 

I want to make one thing absolutely 
clear. I do not think for a moment that 
the passage of Senate Concurrent Reso
lution 10 will inftuence RJU.ssian policy or 
that it will bring about free elections 
under United Nations auspices. The 
passage of this resolution may serve, 
however, to give an important fact a 

·wider hea,ing. The Russian Commu
nists claim they advocate self-deter
minism in Africa. Yet they have carried 
out a severe imposition of their will upon 
men who live in the Baltic and Eastern 
European States. Americans find the 
U.S.S.R.'s policy in direct opposition to 
the principles of self-determination. 
We find that policy of suppression-no 
matter where it occurs--reprehensible. 
This resolution would hopefully serve as 
an ·added source of strength to the 
people who are forced to live behind 
the Iron Curtain. 

MEDICARE SUPPLEMENTAL HEALTH 
BENEFITS AND SOCIAL SECURITY 
PACKAGE 
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, is the 

Senate operating under a time limita
tion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate is proceeding on routine business 
under the 3-minute rule. 

Mr. CURTIS. I ask unanimous con
sent that I may proceed for 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. CURTIS. I wish to speak on the 

so-called medicare proposal and the 
social security package, H.R. 6675. 

H.R. 6675 which is a social security bill 
calling for the enactment of medicare 
and an additional program referred to 
as a supplementary health benefits pro
gram should not be enacted. This bill 
has just recently come into print. It 
consists of 296 pages. Much of the lan
guage is technical. 

The people of the United States have 
not had an opportunity to study this 
bill. They have had no opportunity to 
contemplate its cost either immediately 
or in 10, 25, or 50 years from now. The 
extent to which this bill will change our 
private enterprise economy cannot be 
comprehended without sufficient time for 
study and discussion. 

In the short while that this bill has 
been available I have attempted to fa
miliarize myself with its provisions. I 
am of the opinion it neither properly de
fines the need of our elderly in regard to 
medical care nor does it properly meet 
their need. The enactment of this bill 
will plunge our country into a perma
nent program having many bad features 
from which there will be no retreat. 

A $OCial security bill is in a category 
by itself. The Congress can enact a pub
lic works program or a tax program or 
some other program, and, if it is not 
satisfactory after 2 years, for example, 
bring it to an end. We cannot add new 
benefits to our social security law and 
say there is a termination date. How 
could we enact the provisions of this bill 
and say that they shall end in 5 years, or 
10 years, or 2 years after we have tried 
it? Any decision the Congress makes 
now is a permanent decision. · It will run 
in perpetuity, or the social security sys
tem will collapse. 

I do not want the system to collapse. I 
want every commitment made to every 
citizen paid, and paid in full, and paid in 
dollars that are of value. 

This proPosal should be held in abey
ance until the next session of Congress. 
The interests of our elderly people and 
the interests of those people who will 
bear the cost of whatever program is 
adopted should be paramount. Is there 
any reason why the Congress should not 
submit this bill to public consideration 
for a period of months before it is acted 
upon? 

I wish to make the following observa
tions about this proposal: 

First. If this bill is enacted, the so
cial security tax for an employee earn
ing the full amount of the covered wage 
will increase from $198· to $243.60 in 
1966 and to $353.10 by 1973. The self
employed person, if this bill is passed, 
and 1f he earns the full amount of in
come covered, will have the present tax 
of $297 .60 per year increased to $355.60 
in 1966, and by 1973 it will be $498.30. 

Second. By 1967, in addition to the 
increased social security tax, $875 mil
lion will be required out of the general 
fund of the U.S. Treasury to pay the 
costs of H.R. 6675. These costs wlll in
crease. 

Third. The social security tax includ
ing these new added burdens will fall 
heaviest upon the poor people, the work-

ing people, the people who are raising 
families, the physically handicapped and 
the blind. This is true because there is 
no personal exemption for the taxpayer 
and his dependents as there is in the in
come tax. Neither are any deductions 
allowed. The individual supporting a 
large family and earning $5,600 next 
year will pay as much into the social 
security fund as the person whose in
come is $56,000 or $560,000. In fact, if 
the person with the high income receives 
all of his income from investments, he 
will pay nothing into the social security 
fund. 

Mr. President, why should Congress be 
stampeded into increasing the tax upon 
the poor, the working people, the physi
cally handicapped, and the blind, in order 
to pay the hospital bill of someone well 
able to pay it himself, including the very 
wealthy? 

Fourth. Under this bill, if it ls en
acted, hospital and medical benefits wlll 
be provided free of charge for those who 
can well afford to pay their own medical 
bills, or to buy adequate private insur
ance. This includes the well-to-do, the 
wealthy and the very wealthy. 

Fifth. This proposal, if enacted, will 
do very little for the individual or the 
family that suffers from a catastrophic 
illness. If an individual is hospitalized 
continuously for 1 year or 2 years, 5 
years or 10 years, the medicare provi
sions will provide him with 60 days hos
pitalization only, less the $40 deductible. 

If anyone should have the considera
tion of Congress, if anyone should have 
public funds to assist him, is it not the 
individual who has a catastrophic illness 
which goes on and on and on? 

Sixth. The supplemental health bene
fits provisions of H.R. 6675 put the U.S. 
Government directly into the insurance 
business. The Government will be the 
insurer. The Government will take the 
risk. It is a plan whereby individuals 
over 65 may participate, if they choose, 
by paying a premium of $3 a month to 
the Federal Government and the Fed
eral Government will also pay $3 a 
month into the fund. The U.S. Govern
ment, as the insurer, guarantees that the 
$3 rate to be paid by the individual will 
not be raised for a year and a half. 

Seventh. If the supplemental health 
and medicare portions of H.R. 6675 are 
enacted, it will be the beginning of the 
end of private hospital and medical in
surance for individuals over 65. Great 
progress has been made by private com
panies in providing insurance for those 
over 65. All of these benefits will come 
to an end if the Federal Government in
vades the field and acts as insurer and 
pays one-half of the monthly cost. 

Eighth. The $3 per month Govern
ment subsidy for the supplemental 
health benefits provided for under the 
Government insurance portion of the 
bill will be paid for on all over 65 who 
wish to participate, including those well 
able to pay for their own insurance and 
regardless of their property or income. 

Ninth. While the Government is the 
insurer and takes the risk for the supple
mental health benefits, the administra
tion of the program will be handled by 
outside carriers, supposedly such orga
nizations as Blue Cross or insurance 

companies. Those outside carriers will 
be selected by the Secretary of Health 
~ducatioD:, and Welfare. The Secretary: 
m determming what companies he shall 
employ as outside carriers, will be able 
to oversee the work of such carriers and 
their contracts with doctors. Ultimately 
all will toe the mark. ' 

Tenth. The supplemental health 
benefit provisions of H.R. 6675 fail to 
provide for the individual who requires 
long and continued hospital or home 
nursing care. The individual hospital
ized for 10 years will still get only 60 
days free hospitalization less the $40 de
ductible. 

Eleventh. This gigantic program 
which will so burden people of the United 
States and change the economy will .not 
provide drugs or medical pres~riptions 
for any aged person outside of the hos
pital. 

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Nebraska has 
expired. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Nebraska is recognized for 
1 additional minute. 

· Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, twelfth 
the individual over 65 who continues t~ 
work and who aivails himself of coverage 
under the supplemental health benefits 
will carry an enormous social security 
burden. If such an employee earns up to 
the maximum amount of covered wages 
or income, his social security burden will 
¥0 from the present $198 to $279.60 
m 1966, and to $389.10 by 1973. In the 
case of the self-employed person over 65 
his social security burden-if H.R. 6675 
is enacted and he continues to earn the 
maximum-will increase from the pres
ent $297.60 to $391.60 1n 1966 and to 
$534.30 by 1973. 

Mr. President, we should enact that 
portion of the bill which increases bene
fits under the present program. Many 
low-income people in this country need 
the increase. That increase should be 
enacted now. The new bill-which the 
whole country has not seen until the last 
few . days--should be held in abeyance, 
so that it can be submitted for public 
study and discussion. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965-
ANALYSIS BY SENATOR BYRD OF 
VIRGINIA 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, on 

April 2, the distinguished senior Senator 
from Virginia, Hon. HARRY F. BYRD, re
leased to the press a statement indicat
ing his unalterable opposition to the ad
ministration's new voting proposal 
labeled "Voting Rights Act of 1965." 

In pointing out how the bill is aimed 
specifically at Virginia and five other 
Southern States, he charged that at 
other times and for other purposes it 
could be used to destroy the constitu
tional rights of any State. Senator BYRD 
said: 

I have analyzed all provisions of the bill. 
They are iniquitous in effect and contempti
ble in design. 
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He also characterized the bill as being 
vicious, harsh, hypocritical, and discrim
inatory. He said: 

The Attorney General tortures legal rea
soning in the scheme he contrived to include 
and exclude States from the vengeful 
clutches of his bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the full text of Senator BYRD'S 
analysis of Senate bill 1564. 

There being no objection, the analysis 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR HARRY F. BYRD, OF 

VIRGINIA, IN RE THE ADMINISTRATION'S So
CALLED VOTING RIGHTS ACT OF 1965 

To the People of Virginia: 
This is a statement about the administra

tion's so-called Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
I am making it as a Member of the U.S. 
Senate representing Virginia under oath to 
uphold the Federal Constitution. 

I am intensely aware of the democratic 
liberties to be achieved through our form 
of government, and to be guarded by it. 

I am also dedicated to preservation of the 
principles and requirements of our State
local-Federal system and the checks and bal
ances necessary to protect it. 

The Federal Government of this country 
has worked itself into fiscal, monetary and 
military difficulties which are exceedingly 
serious. 

Now the Federal administration is allow
ing itself to be influenced beyond reason 
by the emotion of domestic hysteria; and 
by its own actions it is inflaming so-called 
civil rights issues. 

The so-called voting rights bill now be
fore Congress is an act of the present ad
ministration. It admittedly was drafted by 
the Federal Attorney General. · 

It is a vicious bill. It clearly bears the un
reasonable stamp of hysteria. Even Chair
man EMANUEL CELLER, the New York chair
man of the House Judiciary Committee, has 
called it harsh. 

The administration has pushed its con
sideration ahead· of everything else. Com
mittee hearings have been arbitrarily limited. 
Efforts to amend it a.re discouraged. 

There ls a terrific administration pres
sure to pass the bill before Easter. But this 
statement is not made with such intem
perate haste. Instead, it is made with all 
deliberate speed. 

I have analyzed all provisions of the bill. 
They are iniquitous in effect and contempt
ible in design. The administration has 
been advised of the odium in which I hold 
its proposal. 

I have also studied the Federal Attoo-ney 
General's testimony. He admits drafting 
the bill. Neither the bill nor the testi
mony is worthy of men entrusted with high 
office in the National Government of this 
country. 

The proposal is made in the name of vot
ing justice. It would be less hypocritical 
and more accurate to describe it as Federal 
law designed for vindictive use against six 
States selected in advance. 

It is a proposal grossly to offend Virginia; 
and not only this. It is subversive of the 
Constitution of the United States and the 
whole system under which we are governed. 

The Attorney General has documented his 
own cynicism. He has proclaimed his im
patience with judicial process, and his lack 
of faith in it. 

I quote directly from the prepared testi
mony of the Federal Attorney General be
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee on 
March 23, 1965. He said: "* • • the judi
cial process, upon which all existing remedies 
depend, is institutionally inadequate to deal 
with practices so deeply rooted in the so
cial and political structure." 

I never expected to hear a responsible 
member of t:Q.e legal profession or an Attor
ney General of the United States take such 
an attitude or make such a public statement 
about the judicial process. 

Based on this rejection of government by 
law and not men, this Federal Attorney Gen
eral seeks in a voting rights bill to arro
gate judicial power to himself in areas of his 
own choosing. 

A written Constitution protects us from 
despotic rule. For this protection against 
oppressive government we rely on the checks 
and balances of division of power and sepa
ration of powers. 

The power of government ls divided be
tween State and Federal Government. And 
in both State and Federal Government, legis
lative, judicial, and executive powers are 
separated. 

The Federal Attorney General, speaking for 
the administration, is demanding that the 
legislative branch of the Federal Govern
ment empower him-a political appointee in 
the executive branch-to preempt the judi
cial branch in areas he has chosen to punish. 

That is not all. He is demanding power 
by Federal legislation to usurp the constitu
tional power of States he has already chosen 
to be his victims. 

There is more. He is demanding this pow
er under general Federal law which by his 
own design is limited to enforcement in only 
a handful of States. 

He decries racial discrimination in voting 
practices, but he deliberately wrote this bill 
to exempt all voting discrimination in a four
fifths majority of the 50 States from its ap
plication. 

The Federal Attorney General tortures 
legal reasoning in the scheme he contrived 
to include and exclude States from the 
vengeful clutches of his blll. 

The States he wants to incriminate are 
caught by his own dictates combined with 
a devious statistical formula. Under terms 
of the bill-

The Federal Attorney General-by assert
ing that the voting requirements in a target 
area are racially discriminatory--may indict 
a whole State or any subdivision as violating 
the Constitution of the United States and 
Federal law; and 

If 50 percent of the voting-age people in 
the area were not registered to vote on No
vember l, 1964, or if 50 percent did not choose 
to vote in the 1964 presidential election, the 
State or locality-with never a day in court
is automatically guilty of the Federal At
torney General's indictment. 

When a State or locality is convicted by 
this kangeroo procedure, the Federal At
torney General orders invasion of the State 
or subdivision by an unspecified number of 
Federal registrars. 

Occupation of the State or subdivision by 
the Federal registrars will continue for an 
unspecified and indefinite period of time. 

The purpose of the Federal registrars is to 
impose and enforce the will of the Federal 
Attorney General with respect to voting laws, 
ordinances and practices in the State or lo
cality. 

The practices, operations and locations, 
etc., of the Federal registrars are limited only 
by the whim of the Federal Attorney Gen
eral, but they will include registration of 
persons to vote when they claim they have 
been disqualified under State or local re
quirements. And the Federal registrars wUl 
collect annual poll taxes in States where 
they are imposed. 

(And the Federal Attorney General says he 
will extend his authority to all elections
Federal and State, general and primary, and 
local and district, including those for bone\ 
issues and the like.) 

The State or locality has no rights to any 
sort of judicial appeal until it is actually 
incriminated by the Federal Attorney Gen
eral's drumhead court. Then it may enter 

an appeal from the position of a culprit 
already convicted and sentenced. 

The appeal in that position cannot be to 
test the validity of the Federal Attorney 
General's action. It is in the nature of an 
appeal for a pardon which is necessary before 
the State or locality can be released from 
the clutches of the Federal Attorney General 
and his Federal registrars. 

But like the State or locality, the pardon 
appeal is virtually prejudged by the terms of 
the bill. 

The appeal can be made only in a remote 
specially . selected three-judge Federal court 
in Washington, D.C. (The Federal Attorney 
General says this is desirable for uniformity 
of decision.) 

The State or locality is convicted by the 
Federal Attorney General of racial discrim
ination in voting practices, but much more 
than this is involved in getting a pardon 
from the Federal Attorney General's special 
court at the doorstep of the Federal Justice 
Department in Washington, which is headed 
by the Federal Attorney General. 

This court is allowed to grant a pardon to 
a State or locality only when it is able to 
prove to the court's satisfaction that for 10 
past years not only the State or locality, but 
also everybody in it, "acting under color" of 
its laws or ordinances, has been totally in
nocent, not only of racial discrimination in 
voting practices, but also totally innocent of 
all discrimination suggestive of voting dis
crimination. 

{The Federal Attorney General says com
plying with the. equal but separate educa
tion doctrine of the Federal Supreme court 
which stood as the law of the land for a 
half century would be an example of a prac
tice suggestive of voting discrimination.) 

Until a State or locality convicted by the 
Federal Attorney General is given such a 
pardon, under such conditions, by such a 
court, it is not allowed to enforce any change 
in any of its election laws or ordinances 
without permission from a district Federal 
court in Wa.llhington. 

The extremes to which the administration 
and its Attorney General have gone to ex
empt the majority of States and convict a 
minority are beyond the realm of reason. 

They demonstrate the bias and prejudice 
under which the bill was conceived and with 
which it . will be enforced. The bill itself 
is literally based on discrimination as be
tween States. 

There is nothing in the Virginia consti
tution or statutes which can be honestly 

· interpreted as discriminatory with respect 
to voting rights or registration. 

I doubt that the Federal Attorney Gen
eral can find a State where it is simpler or 
easier for anyone to register than it is in 
Virginia, or where election practices are 
cleaner. 

If in truth, or consequence, there is any 
evidence of discriminatory voting practice 
or procedure in Virginia I am unaware of it. 

If there is any -evidence of racial discrimi
nation in the registration laws or voting 
practices in Virginia, the Federal Attorney 
General has not given it the usual Federal 
fanfare. 

Even the Federal Civil Rights Commis
sion-with all of its bias and prejudice and 
snooping-has found that in Virginia there 
appears to be no racial discrimination with 
respect to voter registration and that Negroes 
"appear to encounter no significant racially 
motivated impediments in voting." 

Despite all the activity of his own agents 
combined with that of the Civil Rights Com
mission agents, the Federal Attorney Gen
eral says there is no widespread yoting dis
crimination in Virginia. 

But the Federal Attorney General persists 
in misrepresenting Virginia as a State with 
discriminatory registration laws or engaging 
in discriminatory voting practices. 
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He admits that this bill which he has 

drafted for the administration is fixed so 
that he can incriminate Virginia. 

He admits also that he has designed this 
administration bill so that he can exempt 
Texas from its application. 

In advance he has said that he will in
criminate Virginia and exempt Texas. 

He says Virginia is caught in his numbers 
game because 41· percent (not 50 percent) of 
its voting-age people voted in the presidential 
election of November 1964. 

But .he says Texas, where 44 percent (not 
50 percent) of its voting-age people voted 
in the presidential election of November 1964, 
is not to be subjected to the application of 
his numbers racket. 

When the Federal Attorney General was 
asked why Texas was to be exempt, he said: 
"Texas is out for ·the reason that it does 
not have a literacy test. The literacy tests 
are the devices that have been primarily 
used in order to prevent Negroes from reg
istering." 

For those who may be misled by the Fed
eral Attorney General into believing that Vir
ginia has a literacy test, I shall compare the 
so-called voting tests and other requirements 
for voting in Virginia and Texas. 

Both States voted less than 50 percent in 
the presidential election of November 1964. 

Both States have a relatively high per
centage of nonwhite population. 

Both States in November 1964 required the 
payment of poll taxes as a prerequisite for 
voting in all but Federal elections. 

The voting lists for the 1964 presidential 
election in Texas were composed of the names 
of persons certified by the poll tax collectors 
as having either paid their $1.75 poll tax, or 
as having formally applied for and received 
a certificate of exemption from payment for 
voting in the Federal election. 

Like Texas, Virginia voters were exempt 
from payment of their $1.50 poll tax as a re
quirement for voting in the 1964 Federal elec
tion. The voting lists in Virginia were com
posed of the names of persons who had been 
registered under the Virginia voting regis
tration laws. 

In Texas, the so-called test is applied to 
prospective voters by the tax collector when 
they undertake to pay their poll tax; or when 
they formally apply for a certificate of exemp
tion. 

In Virginia the prospective voter is billed 
for his poll tax along with other taxes. He 
is asked simple questions of identification 
when he registers to vote at the office of a 
registrar. 

In Texas the prospective voter · must be 
able to understand the questions asked by 
the tax collector, and give the answers. In 
certain cases a husband can apply in behalf 
of his wife, and a wife can apply in behalf 
of her husband. 

In Texas, article 5.14 of the election code 
requires the following questions to be an
swered: 

Name? 
Age?. 
Sex? 
Race? (This is presumed to have been out-

lawed by a recent Federal court decision.) 
Occupation? 
Length of residence in the State of Texas? 
U.S. citizenship? 
Native-born or naturalized citizen? 
State or country of birth? 
Length of residence in county? 
Texas post office address (if residence is in 

an incorporated city or town give the ward, 
street, and number of residence in lieu of 
post office address, and length of residence 
in such city or town)? 

Political party affiliation? 
In Virginia, title 24, section 68, of the 

code requires the following questions to be 
answered in writing by the person register
ing, without assistance: 

Name? 

Age? 
Date and place of birth? 
Residence? 
Occupation? 
Have you ever voted before? 
State, county, and precinct where you last 

voted? 
(Members of armed services are required 

to give their service, serial number and dis
charge date where pertinent.) 

(Naturalized citizens are required to give 
date, court and State where they received 
their naturalization papers, along with their 
petition and certificate numbers.) 

All persons registering are required to sign 
the following oath: 

"I do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I am entitled to register under 
the constitution and laws of this State, and 
that I am not disqualified from exercising 
the right of suffrage by the constitution of 
Virginia." 

But the Federal Attorney General, while 
admitting that both States are ensnared in 
his voting numbers trap, reveals that he has 
written this bill for the administration so 
that he can exempt Texas by simply asserting 
that Texas has no literacy test. But he can 
incriminate Virginia by inferring that Vir
ginia has some kind of a voting test that 
will not get his approval. 

The fact is that in State and local elec
tions on questions of bond issues, debt, and 
other· matters of public finance, Texas voters 
must own taxable property. 

There is no such requirement in Virginia. 
For State and local elections Texas requires 

payment of poll taxes for 1 year; Virginia re
quires their payment for 3 years, but the 3-
year requirement does not apply to new vot
ers coming of age or moving into the State. 

What does the Federal Attorney General 
do about poll taxes? He exempts Texas from 
application of his bill. But his bill provides 
that his Federal registrars sent to poll tax 
States will collect the taxes for 1 year-as in 
Texas-from persons they qualify to vote. 

Beyond this, he has testified that neither 
he nor his Federal registrars will recognize 
the 3-year poll tax requirement--as in Vir
ginia. 

But while the Federal Attorney General re
fuses to recognize the requirement to pay 
poll taxes for 3 years as a requirement to vote, 
he provides in his bill that he and his Fed
eral registrars can disenfranchise pe·rsons 
they .have qualified to vote contrary to State 
laws if they do not vote "at least once during 
3 consecutive years while listed." 

The people of Virginia, and the Nation, are 
justified in the condemnation of legislation 
such as the Federal administration and its 
Attorney General propose in the so-called 
Voting Rights Act of 1965. 

They would pin a rose on Texas, but in
criminate Virginia. 

And when they incriminate Virginia, they 
deny it the judicial process ac~orded a 
murderer. 

They would convict Virginia of voting dis
crimination, but deny it a pardon until it 
has proved its innocence of something else 
for 10 years. 

They admit there is already ample law 
under which allegations of discrimination 
can be tested in the judicial process, but 
they want this special law to bypass judicial 
process for the punishment of the States of 
their choice. 

For purposes of this law, the Federal ad
ministration and its Attorney General con
done an. eighth grade education voting test 
in New York, but they want the power to 
qualify a moron to vote in Alabama. 

They decry discrimination devices, but 
they have proposed a law which, in itself, is a 
discrimination device. 

The Federal Attorney General has no 
patience with the judicial process for the 
victims of this bill. He wants the power 
to deal with them himself. 

The Federal administration and its At
torney General propose to incriminate certain 
States by means of dictator-type decree and 
a statistical formula. 

They demand for themselves the right, 
under certain conditions which they name, 
to disenfranchise people they themselves 
qualified to vote. 

The Federal administration and its At-
. torney General propose by a single Federal 
statute to take away the constitutional rights 
of States and substitute Federal Executive 
decree. 

If this can be done for this admintstra· 
tion, for the purposes of this bill, to punish 
the States it has chosen, it can be done 
at other times for other purposes to de
troy the constitutional rights of others, the 
Constitution not withstanding. 

It is significant that this bill would ex
tend Federal control over all elections
Federal, State, local, and party primaries. 

Federal agents are not to confine their 
control only to elections for political office. 
They extend it to State and local elections 
with respect to public finance-bond is
sues, credit, expenditures, etc. 

Simply by changing the statistical formula 
the Federal administration and its Attorney 
General can be empowered to extend their 
control over any and all States they wish 
to give this treatment. 

What would remain of our form and sys
tem of government if all elections in all 
States and localities were controlled by the 
Central Government? 

Only last month 99.9 percent of the peo
ple in Moscow voted in an election of can
didates who had no opposition. And when 
Mr. Khrushchev voted, he was not required 
even to produce identification. 

VOTING TESTS AND THE VOTING 
RIGHTS BILL-CLARIFICATION OF 
THE PICTURE 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, in recent 
weeks there has been an abundance of 
speculation about voting tests in the 
Nation and the degree to which they 
prohibit qualified individuals from 
voting. Incongruities in the Voting 
Rights Act of 1965 have also been cited. 

I ask unanimous consent that certain 
articles and editorials indicative of this 
situation be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. They include those entitled 
"Vote Test Here Simple, and Same for 
Everyone," from the Fayetteville Ob
server of March 23, 1965; "Question Lin
gers on Voting Bill," from the Washing
ton Star of March 24, 1965; "Incongrui
ties in the Drama," from the Wall Street 
Journal of March 25, 1965; and "Special 
Laws and Blanket Indictments," from 
the Greensboro Daily News of March 23, 
1965. 

There being no objection, the articles 
and the editorials were ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Fayetteville (N.C.) Observer, Mar. 

23, 1965] 
VOTE TEST HERE SIMPLE, AND SAME FOR 

EVERYONE 

(By Bill Wright) 
No, Mr. Katzenbach, there was no snow

storm. 
There might be one, though, in July, be

fore enough Cumberland County folks vote 
so as to exempt the county from provisions 
of the proposed voting rights law. 

Fact is, far less than one-third, much less 
one-half, the qualified voters within the 
bounds of Cumberland County voted in last 
November's general election. 

The reason is another matter. 
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A close look strongly indicates that At

torney General Katzenbach did Cumberland 
County an injustice when he "indiscrimi
nately" lumped 34 eastern North Carolina 
counties with Mississippi in a statement on 
registration procedures, and said "snow did 
not keep them away from the polls." 

The implication was there that is racial 
discrimination. 

The study shows there is none. 
Unless the discrimination is much subtler 

than a cynical reporter can detect, none ex
ists in the Cumberland County elections of
fice ag,ainst Negroes registering to vote. 

From what can be learned, registrars go 
further than they might to help a Negro get 
registered, becoming at times almost pater
nal. 

The figures support the conclusion. 
And so do Negroes themselves. 

REGISTRATION REQUmEMENTS 

A Negro, when he goes to register, must 
prove only that he can read and write, as 
must everyone. 

It is widely known that the test for prov
ing that can be so manipulated as to bar 
almost anyone from registering. That is the 
problem in Alabama and Mississippi. There, 
the charge is, Negroes are given a much 
harder reading and writing test than whites. 

Negroes and whites in Cumberland County 
have to do only two things, and all have to 
do it, regardless of race. They are required 
to read aloud the elections oath, and sign 
their names. 

Whoever can do that can register and vote. 
Further proof of the county's position on 

registration is the fact that Fayetteville's 
only precinct which is made up predomi
nantly of Negro voters has a prominent Ne
gro man as registrar. 

He has the full backing of Elections Board 
Chairman G. E. Edgerton to register whom
ever he finds to have met qualifications. 

He is Dr. Henry M. Eldridge, professor at 
Fayetteville State College, prominent mem
ber of the community and registrar in the 
13th precinct. 

Asked if he knew of any racial discrimina
tion, direct or implied, in Cumberland's reg
istration policies, Eldridge said he did not. 

"I have found that anyone who wanted to 
register had an opportunity to do so," he 
told the Observer. 

He confirmed the fact that the same sim
ple test for registration is given Negroes and 
whites. 

The length to which registrars sometimes 
go to help a Negro get on the registration 
rolls was shown recently when a man came 
to the elections office and asked to be reg
istered. 

The registrar filled out his form, and asked 
that he read the oath. 

She learned by questioning him that he 
was going to night school. But his reading 
was quite elementary. 

The registrar coaxed, helping him get 
through the oath. Finally, it appeared he 
could not do it. 

She offered to give him another chance 
when his reading proficiency improved 
through his night study. 

Another man came recently to Eldridge. 
He could read, but could not see well enough 
to read the oath. Eldridge went to great 
lengths, even trying to obtain the oath in 
braille, to determine that he could read. He 
was eventually registered. 

REGISTRATION BREAKDOWN 

Cumberland County at the moment has 
31,176 voters registered. Of the total, 24,595 
are white, 6,581 Negro. 

Chairman Edgierton said that, although he 
did not have exact figures, within the past 
year his otftce registered a larger percentage 
of Negroes than whites. (Percentage based 
on the number registered to population.) 

A year ago, the total registrations were 
31,638. That t.otal was cut by a recent purge 

of the books, cutting the total back to its 
present level. 

The purge cut white registrants from 25,798 
then to 24,595 now. Despite the purge, the 
Negro registration total has increased-from 
5,840 a year ago to 6,581. 

The fact remains that Oumberland 1s 
among 34 North Carolina counties that would 
qualify for Federal registrars under the vot
ing rights bill. The bill would allow Federal 
registrars to go into a county in which less 
than 50 percent of the population over 21 
yea.rs of age in the 1960 census voted in the 
last general election. 

About 23,000 persons voted in Cumberland 
County in last November's election. There 
are about 86,000 people in the county over 21. 
That means less than one-third of the eligtble 
people voted. 

FORT BRAGG PERSONNEL 

Why is this true? 
The biggest reason, most observers believe, 

1s the presence of Fort Bragg. Thousands of 
military personnel choose not to declare 
North Carolina their home State, and there
fore vote elsewhere by absentee. 

That creates a big population total and 
depresses the percentage of people voting. It 
creates the illusion of discrimination, or 
some other artificial voting controls. 

Discrimination, of course, is the assump
tion in the voting rights bill in picking coun
ties with less than 50 percent voting. 

The Government might send Federal reg
istrars here, but chances are they will be 
an inactive group. 

[From the Washington Star, Mar. 24, 1965] 
QUESTION LINGERS ON VOTING BILL 

(By Richard Wilson) 
The question that the advocates of the 

new voting rights bill have as yet failed to 
answer adequately is this: Why should lit
eracy test as a qualification for voting be 
perfectly all right in 45 of the 50 States but 
invalid in the other 5? 

If a voter in Alabama who cannot read or 
write is qualified to vote in a Federal or any 
other election, why should not an illiterate 
New Yorker have the same right? The right 
to vote certainly has no connection with the 
number of people who vote, and it is mani
festly unjust to bar an illiterate from voting 
in a State where less than 50 percent of the 
qualified voters cast their ballot, but to per
mit him to vote in a State where more than 
50 percent of the voters go to the polls. 

This, nevertheless, would be the effect, in 
606 counties in 10 States, of the passage of 
the voter rights bill sent to Congress by 
President Johnson. 

The only justification otr~ed for this 
anomaly is that it is the only way to force 
election officials in those 10 States to regis
ter Negroes to vote. Otherwise, they will en
force prohibitive regulations that prevent 
Negroes from voting, but not enforce the 
same regulations on whites who could not 
meet the qualifications. 

This is another example of the devious 
legislative tactics in the Johnson administra
tion to achieve results by legal circumlocu
tion. Another outstanding example is the 
aid to education bill that attempts to get 
around the church-state issue. 

From the President's recent statements it 
can be concluded that what he really desires 
is the removal of virtually all restrictions on 
voting for persons 18 years old, and over, if 
they are sane, and in spite of the fact that 
the Supreme Court would have to reverse 
itself in finding that the imposition 
of reasonable qualifications is valid. 

It must be admitted that literacy tests as 
a qualification for voting are honored in the 
breach in the North. Thirty States have no 
such requirements. States that do have 
literacy requirements often do not enforce 
them, or the enforcement is so cursory as to 
be meaningless. 

New York requires proof of an eighth-grade 
education or demonstration of the abiUty to 
read as a requirement for voters. This ex
cludes a great many people, including re
cently a.rr1 ved Puerto Ricans, from voting 
and is being challenged in the courts. Pre
vious Federal legislation proposals would 
have required a sixth-grade education as 
proof of literacy. 

Residency requirements are universal. In 
short, people are not born in this country 
with an inherent right to vote at any time or 
any place. This is a right for which they 
must qualify by tests that vary from State to 
State, and which was· atftrmed by a 1959 
Supreme Court decision. The layman would 
think that the Constitution is quite clear on 
this point in its 1st article and in the 17th 
amendment, to say nothing of the 1959 de
cision of the Supreme Court. 

Furthermore, the Johnson voting rights 
bill recognizes this principle by providing 
that a voter shall be stricken from the rolls 
1f he fails to vote at least once in 3 consecu
tive years. Thus the Federal law would im
pose restrictions Congress regards as rea
sonable while outlawing other restrictions 
imposed by the States. 

Why is not the issue confronted squarely? 
Why is Congress not asked to abolish lit
eracy requirements in all States altogether? 

The answer to that is clear. It is because 
literacy requirements have validity both in 
reason and in law. It makes sense that a 
voter should have at least an elementary 
ab111ty to read and write the language of 
the country in which he resides. It makes 
sense that States should have the power to 
set reasonable minimum standards for vot
ers, and the proposed law recognizes that by 
itself setting some standards. It hardly 
needs to be argued, also, that a Federal law 
should apply equally to the citizens of all 
States. 

The strange, awkward, and unequal nature 
of this new legislation shows how wrong it 1s 
to try to legislate on such compllcated mat
ters in an atmosphere of violence-provok
ing public demonstrations. 

The Johnson administration was rushed 
i.nto the presentation of a law that has so 
many obvious flaws that it can immediately 
be challenged in the courts. Elaborate and 
tricky formulas provide no answer for a more 
basic question: Why in a nation with com
pulsory, universal public education are so 
many people, Negro and white, illiterate? 
And why should there be a premium on illit
eracy in some States and not in others? 

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 25, 1965) 
INCONGRUITIES IN THE DRAMA 

The civil rights struggle, focusing this 
week on the march to Montgomery, is cus
tomarily described in terms of high drama, 
and certainly there has been no lack of 
violent incidents. Yet great drama, whether 
in real life or reflected on the stage, must 
have the ring of truth, and it seems to us 
that too often, on all sides, this one does 
not have that ring. 

To say that is not to disparage the justice 
of the voter registration drive, condone the 
extreme southern segregationists or question 
the depth of concern in the White House. 
On the contrary, the sympathy of the ma
jority of Americans is for the Negro cause, 
especially in so fundamental a field as vot
ing, and not for a bullying sheriff or a recal
citrant Governor. 

It is, rather, to say that all the protagonists 
are pursuing particular, highly political, in
terests which do not always add up to the 
Nation's best interest but which do produce 
incongruities and rob the drama of some of 
its reality. · 

Consider the frequently made comparison 
between the American demonstrations and 
the Indian resistance movement of Mahatma 
Gandhi. It is a little incongruous, to begin 
with, to equate the well equipped Mont-
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gomery marchers, moving under the full 
panoply of U.S. Government milltary pro
tection, with the Indian leader's wretched 
hordes. 

Therein lies the major weakness of the 
analogy: Gandhi was protesting the foreign 
rule of his entire nation, not some local 
abuse. In the United States today the :whole 
Federal Establishment, as well as most pub
lic opinion, is arrayed on the side of the 
Negro. We may be thankful it is so, but 
the present point is that against that awe
some power the intransigent local politician 
can prevail only for a time. Ultimately the 
contest is unequal. 

Such confrontations intensify the politics 
and the bitterness. Not only is it right that 
the Negro should have access to the polls 
equally with other citizens in his State; the 
extent of his success in reinforcing the right 
can also powerfully affect local polltics. On 
a national scale, long before the present ef
forts, the Negro vote was showing its consid
erable influence in elections. 

While there can be no quarrel with this 
development as such, it helps explain the 
bitter-end opposition of some of the south
ern politicians in municipal, county, or State 
office. In the Deep South especially they 
can play on, as well as mirror, white fears 
that some local political structures may 
eventually be taken over by Negroes through 
sheer force of numbers. It is remarkable 
that in all the long period of strife few out
side the South appear to have recognized 
that this potential revolution actually is a 
problem requiring consideration and accom
modation. 

At the same time the high political con
tent of the issue is causing the national ad
ministration, for its part, to stray from the 
paths of reality and constitutionality. The 
Government's attempts to redress wrongs 
also have obvious polltical advantages. It 
can hope to cement, for the time being any
way, the Negro vote without allenating the 
majority of the electorate. Last November 
demonstrated how feebly resentment, either 
South or North, could affect the outcome. 

So it is that less than a year after passage 
of the Civil Rights Act, a couple of whose 
sections are open to constitutional question, 
we have a proposed voting law which is in
herently inconsistent and seems flatly to 
contravene the Constitution. It is expected 
1n Washington that the momentum of the 
administration's efforts to reassure the civil 
rights leaders wm accelerate. 

Beyond any proposed legislation, reality 
also tends to be submerged in some general 
attitudes. If the diehard segregationists 
err in supposing they can reverse the move
ment, so do the civil rights leaders and 
supporters err in thinking that endless dis
ruption of the civil order spells the auto
matic fulfillment of their aspirations; it may 
delay them through exasperating the patience 
of the publlc. 

Specific goals may indeed be won; more 
important is what is done with equal treat
ment or full citizenship. Too little attention 
has been paid to the Negro's own responsi
b111ty in the development of the society. 
The reallty is ·that the society, with the best 
wm in the world, cannot do everything for 
him or any other cl tizen. 

That the various polltical interests play a 
large part in the issue is inevitable, since 
practically all national decisions are reached 
through the interaction of political interests. 
But those who lead groups or nations must, 
like other mortals, find time for cooling off 
and reflection lest they propel the drama to 
lengths that are not only incongruous but 
injurious. · 

[From the Greensboro (N.C.) Dally News, 
Mar. 23, 1965) 

SPECXAL LAWS AND BLANKET INDICTMENTS 

In the present tense situation in Alabama 
Federal officials---and indeed everyone con-

nect_ed with the civil rights controversy
should check carefully on facts and figures 
before sounding off in public. 

Attorney General Nicholas Katzenbach 
failed to do this in remarks made before a 
House committee last Friday. The sub
stance of his testimony was sound-much of 
the civil rights story in the. South had been 
one of "intimidation, discouragement, and 
delay" in the struggle to win full citizen
ship rights for Negroes. 

But the Attorney General barked up the 
wrong tree when he dragged 34 eastern North 
Carolina counties into the picture and 
linked them with Alabama. The reference 
was to the projected abolition of literacy 
tests in counties where less than 50 percent 
of eligible citizens turned out to vote-and 
they included Aroostook County in Maine as 
wen as most of the 4 Southern States, 
parts of Alaska, and Arizona, and 34 counties 
in North Carollna. 

"They may have had a snowstorm in 
Aroostook County," the Attorney General 
told the committee, "but they didn't have 
a snowstorm in 34 counties of North Caro
lina, and they didn't have a snowstorm in 
Mississippi." 

No, there was no snowstorm down here 
last November. But as far as North Carolina. 
is concerned neither was there specific "in
timidation, discouragement, or delay" in 
registration or voting for Negro citizens. The 
only protests about registration delays . in 
North Carolina in recent years have been 
confined to one county, Halifax-and that 
situation has now been cleared. 

Let it be understood by Mr. Katzenbach 
· and others, including President Johnson and 
Rev. Martin Luther King, that North Caro
lina cannot be tarred with the brush of Ala
bama or Mississippi. Negro citizens have had 
the right to register to vote here just as 
other citizens have. They have been sub
jected to the same kind of literacy tests 
which ~pply for all other would-be voters
except in several very rare situations in Hal
ifax County. 

To equate conditions in North Carolina 
with those in Dallas County simply because 
less than 50 percent of the eligible voters 
went to the polls last November is presump
tuous and inaccurate. It indicts the think
ing behind the President's new Federal voting 
legislation. 

There are far, far more reasons than racial 
discrimination behind some of the voting 
apathy in North Carolina, Mississippi, or 
New York. As we noted the other day, the 
Guilford County Elections Board has tried 
to cooperate in getting more registrants on 
the books; a study of its recent efforts re
veals that even voters signed up by an in
tensive campaign have stayed away from the 
general election in droves. 

It is grossly unfair to infer that simply 
because 50 percent of the eligible voters 
failed to go to the polls, racial discrimina
tion is the reason. 

The more we study the President's Federal 
voting legislation, the more we are convinced 
that the 50-percent figure is 111 advised. In
deed, the whole idea of setting up special 
laws to cover certain statistical situations 
may not work fairly. The Federal Govern
ment's duty is to see that all citizens are 
allowed to register and vote if they desire 
to do so. It is not to create special rules 
for some citizens which do not apply to all 
citizens. And that quite clearly would be 
done if literacy tests and other voter qual
ifications are abolished in certain areas but 
allowed to flourish in others. 

Basic constitutional principles are involved 
on both sides of this controversy over suffrage 
rights. One principle ought not to receive 
higher priority than another, closer home, 
and the Attorney General should watch the 
blanket indictments based on fuzzy statistics. 

USE IN VIETNAM OF U.S. AIR 
POWER . 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, The Re
porter magazine, in its issue dated 
March 25, presents us with a lucid re
port, from Saigon, by Denis Warner. 

The article recounts the military sit
uation which has led to the utilization 
of American air power against North 
Vietnam and in support of government 
troops in South Vietnam. It makes the 
point that Ho Chi Minh and his follow
ers remain unwilling to negotiate the 
Vietnamese situation on any terms less 
than a U.S. capitulation, and remain 
conVinced that they can win that nasty 
war. But consistent, effective use ot 
American air -power can be used, Mr. 
Warner points out, to disabuse the Hanoi 
regime and its allles in Peiping of this 
notion. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Re
porter article on Vietnam be printed 1n 
the RECORD. 

There · being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the· RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Reporter, Mar. 25, 1965] 
VIETNAM 

(By Denis Warner) 
SAIGON .-By the beginning of February the 

restricted war in South Vietnam, with its 
inhibitions on the use of American power 
and its privileged sanctuaries for the Com
munist Vietcong, was all but lost. Lost not 
merely in the sense that a weak government 
in Saigon would one day want to negotiate 
a fictitious neutrality, but in the total sense 
of the word. Instead of the diplomatic nice
ties and face-saving protocol of the confer
ence table conjured up by some Congress
men and editorial writers on the basis of 
unrealistic and ill-informed accounts of the 
situation, what lay ahead for South Viet
nam-and the United States-was bitter and 
disastrous defeat. 

"The National Liberation Front eounts on 
clear-cut victory over whatever United 
States-Saigon regime is in power at the 
time," wrote the Australian Communist 
journalist Wilfred Burchett from the Na
tional Liberation Front's headquarters in the 
jungle north and west of Saigon. "Pax 
Americana is unacceptable to the Vietcong." 

Hanoi confirmed this hard line. In con
versations with International Control Com
mission officials, the North Vietnamese lead
ers expressed no interest in the resumption 
of the Geneva Conference, or in any negotia
tions that did not include the prior exclu- · 
sion of all American military advisers and 
equipment from South Vietnam. 

Opinions differed in Saigon on how long 
final disaster might be averted. Some quali
fied observers spoke of a couple of months. 
The res111ence of the Vietnamese people and 
the country's capacity to muddle along with
ou.t effective government, or any government 
at all, convinced the more optimistic that 
things might just go on getting worse for a 
much longer time. But few, if any, doubted 
the inevitability of defeat if the war con
tinued to be fought by Vietcong ground 
rules. Not all of the troubles were due to 
the Vietcong, of course. The generals had 
abandoned the ·battlefield for politics. In 
the interplay between military and govern
ment, the South Vietnamese administration, 
never very strong, simply withered away. 

On · the military front, there were, as al
ways, some gains with the losses. In the 
southern regions of the populous Mekong 
Delta, along the region most heavily infested 
by the Vietcong, the government reported 
successes. Villages once securely in Vietcong 
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control had passed more or less into govern
ment hands. But even here there was 
scarcely reason for jubilation. Of the 6 mil
lion inhabitants of the 15 provinces in the 
southern corner of Vietnam, not more than 
a million could be regarded as on our side, 
and only 1,700 of the 4,000 hamlets were 
anything like secure. Meanwhile in central 
Vietnam, which had been drained of its gov
ernment forces to reinforce the delta, the 
deterioration had been shattering. 

In February 1964 the hard core of the Viet
cong forces numbered, by official American 
estimate, about 22,000 men. Despite heavy 
combat losses, by the beginning of February 
of this year their regular forces had grown 
to an estimated 35,000. These men are 
organized under 5 regimental headquarters 
(3 others are in the process of formation), 
and are deployed in some 50 battalions, 
139 independent companies, and 29 inde
pendent platoons. 

With the active military assistance of per
haps a hundred thousand part-time guer
rillas and regional forces and the cooperation 
of some half a million members or supporters 
of the National Liberation Front, the Viet
cong now had a substantially larger mobile 
attacking force than the 600,000 military 
and paramilitary troops of the Government. 
With their responsibility for keeping road,s, 
railways, rivers, and canals open, and for in
suring that crops reached the markets, by 
far the larger portion of the Government's 
forces were tied down. 

Tactically, helicopters had added a new 
element of mobility and surprise to the Gov
ernment's family of weapons. With this new 
strength, however, there were also weak
nesses. While the helicopters often contrib
uted to the success of Government sorties 
against the Vietcong, they also tended to 
give them the character of hunting parties, 
thus helping the Communists to identify 
themselves more closely with the peasants. 
The lesson has been slowly and painfully 
learned that there is no substitute for effec
tive administration on the ground. 

THE MEANING OF PLEIKU 

By December some inkling of the grave 
new turn in the war had become apparent 
when substantial Vietcong forces grouped to 
seize An Lao in central Vietnam. In itself, 
the fall of An Lao was of little consequence. 
What did matter, however, was the capabil
ity implicit in the Vietcong action. Under 
the patient leadership of Maj. Gen. Nguyen 
Don, who established his headquarters in 
the mountains of Kontum Province 5 years 
ago, the Vietcong had accumulated sufficient 
forces to attempt what the American Mili
tary Assistance Command had once believed 
impossible: to cut South Vietnam in two. 

The attacks against the American installa
tions at Pleiku and Qui Nhon, which led to 
the retaliatocy raids north of the 17th par
allel, were part of this plan. For weeks . the 
Vietcong rehearsed the Pleiku attack. Few 
armies have ever given such attention to the 
planning of the most minute detail of com
paratively small actions. · From sand tables 
the Vietcong moved to full-scale mockups, 
leaving little to chance or luck-although by 
miscalculation or inexperience, many of their 
rounds of mortar fire at Pleik;u fell short. 
But for this, the U.S. casualties -would have 
been much heavier. 

The real significance of the Pleiku and Qui 
Nhon actions was less the calculated selec
tion of American targets than the fait ac
compli of partition. As Government forces 
quickly discovered, the Vietcong had seized 
control of the Qui Nhon-Pleiku roo.d, the 
strategic highway supplying the Second Corps 
headquarters and all of the northern part of 
the high plateau. Under the rules by which 
the war had been fought, Pleiku, Kontum, 
Dak To, and other Government positions in 
this part of the high plateau were now un
tenable. It was a defeat as potentially dis-

astrous for Saigon as the loss of the Thai 
country of Tonkin had been for the French 
11 years before. The war, it was clear, was 
ente·ring its final phase. 

The days when the Vietcong depended on 
slingshots, homemade rifles, and even cap
tured American equipment had long since 
passed. Hard-core units were receiving their 
own new Communist-bloc equipment. And 
tucked away in the middle of a long war 
communique was the news that the Vietcong 
had used artillery for the first time. 

It was this change, and not just the ques
tion of retaliation against North Vietnam, 
that was the real challenge President John
son faced on February 7. If ever there was 
to be a last chance to amend the rules of 
the war so as to fight back to a position 
where peace might one day be won aJt the 
conference table, this was it. 

Ambassador Maxwell D. Taylor brought 
with him to Vietnam the realization inspired 
by the Cuban Inissile crisis of 1962 that if 
only the United States could convince Hanoi 
and Peiping that it was in deadly earnest, 
that southeast Asia was really worth the risk 
of a major war, then a way could be found 
to terminate North Vietnamese aid and to 
bring the Vietcong insurgency to an end. 
For the plan to work, there could not be an 
ounce of bluff. 

Until February, however, the one deadly 
aspect of the whole scheme was Washington's 
indecision. The Tonkin Gulf affair last sum
mer appears in retrospect as anything but a 
bold warning of the shape of things to come. 
Instead of drawing in its horns, Hanoi re
sponded with a vastly increased volume of 
materiel and other aid to the Vietcong. Yet 
attempts by planes of the 7th Fleet to close 
off the Ho Chi Minh Trail in the general re
gion of Tchepone in Laos were low-key, ir
resolute, and unsuccessful. To the Vietcong, 
they were more of an irritant, and perhaps 
even a stimulant, than a hazard. As Hanoi 
and Peiping evaluated the situation, the 
United States had bluffed in the Gulf of 
Tonkin, and its bluff had been effectively 
called. Nor were the Communists alone in 
this estimate. In other parts of southeast 
Asia, friends, foes, and neutrals alike won
dered whether Washington really meant busi
ness. 

Here in Saigon, \Vashington's resolution is 
no longer seriously questioned. Whatever 
doubts remained were quickly taken care of 
by the introduction of American jet fighters 
in direct support of Vietnamese ground 
forces. The sensation of each new develop
ment now is truly that of being carried up
wards on a rapidly moving escalator. 

The message does not yet appear to have 
reached North Vietnam, however. As one 
senior U.S. official . commented: "The great 
debate in the United States about whether 
we should cut and run, and the generals' 
three-ring political circus in Saigon, haven't 
helped to get the message across. Hanoi still 
thinks it's got it made down here." This 
opinion is confirmed by International Control 
Commission reports from Hanoi. The Com
mission's observers have found nothing to 
indicate a willingness on the part of Ho Chi 
Minh and his followers to negotiate on terms 
that would require anything less than a U.S. 
capitulation. 

UPPING THE ANTE 

American officials advance three reasons for 
the bombing attacks on the North: to per
suade Hanoi to stop interfering in the South; 
to inspire some feeling among the South Viet
namese that there is real hope of winning the 
war; and, though graded a long way below 
the other reasons, to interrupt the south
ward flow of men and materials. 

If the impact is not ultimately to be nega
tive, bombing above the 17th parallel, and 
also direct American jet support in the 
South, must be continuous and effective. As 
part of a cautious phased program designed 

to test world reaction rather than to hurt 
North Vietnam, the first attacks against Dong 
Hai and Vinh Linh no doubt served their 
purpose : but the destruction of 30 barracks 
and the sprinkling of some fields with a par
ticularly nasty antipersonnel bomb known as 
the Lazy Dog, which showers razor-sharp 
pieces of steel in its target area, were not 
enough to promote radical changes in Hanoi. 
Elsewhere, the raids provoked predictable ex
pressions of hostility and some reassuring 
support, not all of it expected. But they 
lacked the conviction of deadly earnestness 
that the United States must communicate if 
the new exercise is not to prove a failure. 

North Vietnam has reconstructed its rail
way lines to China, and built its steel center 
at Thai Nguyen, and cement mill at Hai
phong, only by great economic sacrifices at 
a time when it has the lowest living stand
ards in southeast Asia. It must be made to 
understand that the price for continuing the 
war in the South will be the destruction not 
merely of barracks and bridges but what it 
has labored to achieve industrially. 

In terms of the Peiping-Hanoi concept of 
wars of national liberation and their impact 
on the United States, the stakes are so high 
that Ho Chi Minh may elect to suffer even 
this sort of disaster while he still has hopes 
of victory in South Vietnam. Those who 
know him best believe that he will want to 
avoid at all costs a situation in which Chi
nese Communist forces (as distinct from spe
cialists) may come to his aid. But the 
doubt persists, and will continue to persist, 
unless and until it can also be shown that 
direct American air support in South Viet
nam and any other measures the United 
States may decide on are successful. Failure 
will breed failure, and this is true on all the 
complex political, diplomatic, and Inilitary 
fronts that are involved in this crisis. 

For this reason, the battle slowly unfold
ing in central Vietnam for the Qui Nhon
Pleiku road is without doubt the most im
portant of the war. This is the proving 
ground for American air support of South 
Vietnamese forces pitted against a mobile 
Vietcong force that not only controls the 
jungle, and therefore has the initiative, but 
may well also prove to be numerically su
perior. Early combined actions along the 
highway, the scene of the bloodiest Viet
Ininh ambush of the entire Indochina war, 
proved highly successful, as jet fighters 
drove off entrenched ambush forces. A gov
ernment prisoner who escaped from the 
Vietcong during the bombing reported that 
he saw a hundred dead being carted off. It 
would be excessively optimistic, however, to 
expect this sort of casualty rate to continue. 
Targets will be more difficult to locate as the 
Vietcong becomes aware of the even greater 
need for camouflage and concealment, and 
experienced air officers are reluctant to pre
dict the outcome. 

What is at stake here is not merely a high
way, or the security of the Second Corps 
Headquarters at Pleiku, or even the control of 
the High Plateau, damaging though its loss 
would be: what is of absolutely critical im
portance is that the Vietcong be denied the 
opportunity to move into the Maoist phase 
of mobile warfare. If by the use of Ameri
can air power they can be forced back to a 
lower level of guerrilla activity-which, 
though dangerous enough, lacks the means 
of delivering the massive blows on which 
their hopes for a purely military victory de
pend-then Hanoi may realize the futility 
of continuing an interminable war in which 
the rewards for continued struggle are the 
ashes of its own destruction. 

MORE OF LIPPMANN ON VIETNAM 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, in a 

foreign-policy debate which has been 
characterized by rigidity, the voice of 
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Walter Lippmann has added a much
needed creativity. In two recent articles, 
Mr. Lippmann has exposed some of the 
fallacies which seem to underline much 
of the current thinking on the subject of 
Vietnam. 

In his article which appeared in the 
April 1 issue of the Washington Post, Mr. 
Lippmann agrees with the tenets of Sen
ator CooPER's cl0sely reasoned March 25 
speech on Vietnam. Both Senator 
CooPER and Mr. Lippmann warn of the 
danger of prescribing conditions to nego
tiations which are clearly unacceptable. 
I ask. unanimous consent that two of Mr. 
Lippmann's recent articles-entitled "On 
the Way to the Brink" and "The Basis 
of Negotiation"-be printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
TODAY AND TOMORROW-ON THE WAY TO THE 

BRINK 
(By Walter Lippmann) 

The war in Vietnam has reached the point 
where the President is wrestling with mo
mentous and fateful decisions. For what has 
happened is that the official theory of the 
war, as propounded by Gen. Maxwell Taylor 
to President Kennedy and by Secretary Mc
Namara to President Johnson, has proved to 
be unworkable. The government in Saigon 
has not been able to pacify South Vietnam 
even with the help of American munitions, 
money, and 25,000 military advisers. The 
crucial fact today is that for all practical 
purposes the Saigon government has lost 
control of the countryside, and its followers 
are increasingly holed up in the cities. 

The roads and the railroads connecting the 
cities have been cut by the Vietcong. The 
cities now have to be supplied in great 
measure by air and by sea. This condition 
of affairs has been well reported by Mr. 
Richard Dudman in a series of reports to 
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, and his findings 
are confirmed in all essentials, though not 
yet publicly, in the well-informed quarters 
in Washington .. 

The surest evidence that Mr. Dudman's 
reports are substantially correct is that in 
the Pentagon and the State Department 
there is mounting pressure for the commit
ment to southeast Asia of American infan
try. The current estimate is that the Presi
dent should be prepared to send 350,000 
American soldiers, even though this would 
compel him to order a mobilization of re
servists and draftees. 

This call for American ground forces is 
the logical and inevitable consequence of the 
virtual collapse of the Saigon government 
in the villages. Having lost the countryside 
Saigon has lost the sources of military man
power. This deprives it of the means for 
winning the war. The official estimates to
day are that the Saigon government com
mands forces superior to the Vietcong by a 
ratio of not quite 5 to 1. Experience shows 
that no guerrilla war has ever been sub
dued with such a low ratio of superiority. 
It is estimated that in Malaya, the Brit
ish and the Malayans, who were fighting 
the indigenous Chinese guerrillas reached a 
superiority of 50 to 1. In Cyprus, which 
they gave up, the British had overwhelming 
force. In Algeria, though the French Army 
had unmistakable superiority, the country 
became untenable. It is the deficiency in 
South Vietnamese m111tary manpower which 
explains why the pressure is now on to put 
in Americans to fill it. 

After 2 months of bombing North Viet
nam, it has become manifest also that the 
bombing has not ·changed the course of the 
war. As a result of this disappointment, 

the President is now under pressure to ·ex
tend the bombing to the populated centers 
around Hanoi and Haiphong. 

There is no doubt that American airpower 
can devastate North Vietnam and, if China 
intervened, could do great damage in China. 
But if we had an American army of 350,000 
men in South Vietnam, and extended the war 
in the air, we would have on our hands an 
interminable war without the prospect of a 
solution. To talk about freedom and na
tional independence amidst such violence 
and chaos would be to talk nonsense 

In order to rationalize, that is to sell, the 
wider war, we are being told by Secretary 
McNamara and others that this war is a 
decisive test for the future. It will decide 
the future of "wars of liberation." This is 
a profoundly and dangerously false notion, 
and it shows a lamentable lack of knowl
edge and understanding of the revolutionary 
upheavels of the epoch in which we live. 
It assumes that revolutionary uprisings 
against established authority are manufac
tured in Peiping or in Moscow, and that they 
would not happen if they were not instigated, 
supported, and directed from one of the 
capitals of communism. If this were true, 
the revolutionary movements could be sup
pressed once and for all by knocking out 
Peiping or Moscow. They little know the 
hydra who think that the hydra has only one 
head and that it can be cut off. 

Experience shows that there is no single 
central source of the revolutionary up
heavels of our epoch. What is there that is 
common to the Irish rebellion, to the Jewish 
uprising in Palestine, to the civil war in 
Cuba, to the Arab rebellion in Algeria, to the 
Huk revolt in th~ Ph111ppines? What is 
common to them all is violent discontent 
with the established order and a willingness 
of a minority of the discontented to die in 
the attempt to overthrow it4 

What has confused many well-meaning 
Americans is that in some of these rebell1ons, 
though not by any means in all of them, 
Communists have become the leaders of the 
rebell1on. But that does not mean that they 
owned the rebelHon. The resistance to the 
Nazis in France and Italy contained a high 
proportion of Communists among the active 
partisans. But 20 years later it is General 
de Gaulle who presides over France. 

It·would be well to abandon the half-baked 
notion that the war in southeast Asia will 
be decisive for the future of revolutionary 
upheavels in the world. Revolution is a 
home-grown product, and it could not be 
stamped out decisively once and for all
supposing we had such delusions of gran
deur-by stamping out Red China. In 
southeast Asia we have entangled ourselves 
in one of the many upheavels against the 
old regime, and we shall not make things 
any better by thrashing around with ascend
ing violence. 

TODAY AND TOMORROW-THE BASIS OF 
NEGOTIATION 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
The cardinal defect of the administra

tion's conduct of the war in Indochina has 
been pointed out by a Republican Senator, 
JOHN SHERMAN COOPER, of Kentucky. In a 
statement last week (March 25), Senator 
COOPER said tJlat the U.S. Government, like 
its adversaries in Peiping . and Hanoi, is 
"prescribing conditions as a prerequisite 
to negotiations which will not be ac
cepted." The Communists are making it 
a condition of a negotiation that the United 
States must withdraw from Vietnam; we are 
making it a condition of a negotiation that 
North Vietnam must withdraw from South 
Vietnam. This is, said Senator COOPER, "a 
kind of demand from both sides for uncon
ditional surrender." 

It is, therefore, highly important that the 
admip.istration put itself in a position where 
negotiation is possible, granting that even if 
it did so, Hanoi and Peiping may gamble on 
winning the war in order to overrun South 
Vietnam and inflict a smashing defeat on the 
United States. But regardless of what they 
'do, we must come into court with clean 
hands. The administration needs to clarify 
its own position-in order to set in motion a 
movement for negotiation and, failing that, 
to put the onus of prolonging and widening 
the war unmistakably on our adversaries. 

There is a mistaken impression in this 
country that we are ready and willing to 
negotiate but that the other side is impos
ing intolerable conditions; namely, that we 
should withdraw our forces before the nego
tiation begins. Senator COOPER rejects the 
Communist condition, as do all of us who 
have been actively interested in this ques
tion. We cannot withdraw our forces until 
there has been a political settlement in Indo
china, a settlement which promises to last 
because it serves the primary interests of all 
concerned. 

But what, as a matter of fact, is our posi
tion? It is that before negotiations can take 
place, the North must demonstrate its readi
ness "to leave its neighbors alone." Secre
tary Rusk has avoided a precise definition of 
that phrase. We know that "illegal infiltra
tion of military personnel and arms" is con
sidered to violate that condition. That 
"leaving your neighbors alone" means also 
withdrawal of infiltrators who are already 
there has at times been suggested but never 
formally stated. 

Senator COOPER says of this position: "I 
think it unlikely that the Communists will 
agree to this condition for negotiations, as 
we will not agree to their condition that the 
United States withdraw." 

What Senator COOPER is asking the admin
istration to do is what was done in the 
Korean war: "No such conditions were im
posed by either side prior to negotiations, but 
a cease-fire was sought." Until the admin
istration comes around to this position, its 
diplomacy will be confused. 

Last week (March 25) the President issued 
a statement that "we have said many times-
to all who are interested in our principles for 
honorable negotiation-That we seek no more 
than a return to the essentials of the agree
ments of 1954-a reliable arrangement to 
guarantee the independence and security of 
all in southeast Asia." 

This is rather puzzling. The agreements 
of 1954 were reached at Geneva in a confer
ence in which there participated not only 
the Indochinese states but also Russia, Red 
China, Britain, France, and the United States. 
The agreements ended the fighting between 
the French Union forces and the Vietminh 
in Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam. These 
states were to become independent countries, 
with Vietnam partitioned at the 17th paral
lel into two zones pending general free elec
tions to be held by January 20, 1956. 

The cease-fire agreement was signed by the 
military commanders. But in addition, the 
Geneva Conference issued a final declara
tion, dated July 21. This declaration con
tained the following principles of settlement. 
One of the principles was that the cease-fire 
prohibited the . "introduction into Vietnam 
of foreign troops and military persqnnel as 
well as of all kinds of arms and munitions." 
The Geneva Declaration went on to say that 
"the military demarcation line is provisional 
and should not in any way be interpreted as 
constituting a political or territorial bound
ary." Furthermore, the declaration said that 
"general elections shall be held in July 1956 
under the supervision of an international 
commission • • • ." 

The United States did not sign the final 
declaration. But the Under Secretary of 
State, Gen. Bedell Smith, made a unilateral 
declaration which said that the United 
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States supported the agreements and that 
"in connection with the statement in the 
declaration concerning free elections in Viet
nam, my Government wishes to make clear 
its position which it has .expressed in a 
declaration made in Washington on June 29, 
1954, as follows: 'in the case of nations now 
divided against their wm, we shall continue 
to seek to achieve unity through free elec
tions supervised by the United Nations to 
insure that they are conducted fairly.'" 

The United States encouraged the Diem 
government in Saigon to refuse to hold the 
elections of 1956, almost certainly for the 
quite practical reason that they would have 
been won by the Communists. 

Considering the essentials of the 1954 
agreements, it is not easy to understand 
what it means to say now that "we seek no 
more than a return to the essentials of the 
agreements of 1954.'' I am afraid it means 
that in the diplomatic conduct of the war in 
Vietnam, the diplomatists have not been do
ing their homework. 

ON BREAKING THE DIPLOMATIC 
DEADLINE IN VIETNAM 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, on 
Sunday, March 28, the New York Times 
published an excellent editorial on the 
dilemma which confronts us in Vietnam. 
The editorial is entitled "Something 
More Than Bombs." As this editorial 
cogently emphasized: 

Military pressure alone-which implies a 
demand for unconditional surrender-is un
likely to swing the balance in the Hanoi 
leadership toward a negotiated settlement. 
Positive American proposals, which suggest 
a viable future for North Vietnam are the 
essential complement. 

In an article which was published in 
the New York Times on March 29, Robert 
Kleiman, a member of the editorial board 
of the Times, who has just returned 
from an extensive tour of the Far East, 
pointed out: 

And it is even possible that persuasive 
proposals might find a response 1n the Com
munist world. Clearly, before any further 
stepup in the American air offensive in North 
Vietnam, the time has come to devise and 
set in motion a political strategy that, for 
the first time will take priority over military 
tactics. 

I ask unanimous consent that these 
two excellent excerpts from the New York 
Times be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
and the article were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
(From the New York Tinies, Mar. 28, 1965) 

SOMETHING MORE THAN BOMBS 

The limited American air war against 
North Vietnam is now entering its eighth 
week. It is not too soon to ask what it has 
accomplished-and why it has not accom
plished more. 

The aim of the continuing air offensive, 
accompained by threats of further escalation, 
was to persuade the North Vietnamese Com
munists to halt their armed inflltration into 
South Vietnam. When it was undertaken, 
one of President Johnson's highest advisers 
predicted that the Communists' wlll to fight 
would be weakened in two months. So far, 
there ls no indication that he was right; on 
the contrary, there clearly has been a stifren
ing of Communist positions as Secretary 
Rusk has admitted. 

The Soviet Union has announced that anns 
aid is on its way to North Vietnam. More 

important, a direct Soviet-American con
frontation in southeast Asia through the 
use of Soviet "volunteers" in North Vietnam 
has been publicly threatened by the top 
Soviet leader, Communist Party First Secre
tary Brezhnev. 

The Vietnamese and Chinese Communists 
have stiffened their positions even more. 
Hanoi, which a few weeks ago privately in
dicated agreement to French and United Na
tions proposals of negotiations-while refus
ing a cease-fire-now rejects such proposals. 
Backed by Moscow, the North Vietnamese 
insist that there can be no talks while Amer
ican bombing continues. Peiping has taken 
the most extreme position of all. It insists 
there can be no negotiations before the "com
plete, unconditional" withdrawal of Amer
ican troops from South Vietnam. The 
Vietcong, which shows some signs of inde
pendence from Hanoi, has enthusiastically 
adopted the Peiping line. 

Meanwhile, the American bombing-not to 
mention use of nonlethal gas--has signifi
cantly alienated world opinion. Concern 
about the danger of a major war is wide
spread. Equally important, there is profound 
puzzlement about Washington's objectives 
and tactics. 

The trouble is that President Johnson, a 
master of domestic politics, had until last 
week seemed to forget that war ls politics 
too, even if pursued by "other means." He 
launched a mllitary offensive, but neglected 
his diplomatic offensive. 

Now the President has promised American 
aid for "wider and bolder programs" of re
gional economic development benefiting all 
of southeast Asia, including North Vietnam. 
Despite its vague terms, this promise indi
cates that Washington ls beginning to face 
up ·to the need to offer its opponents in 
southeast Asia a diplomatic, political, and 
economic exit from the mmtary cul-de-sac 
in which we as well as they are now en
trapped. 

Persuasive peace proposals can be a po
litical weapon not only toward world opin
ion, at a time when Americans are bombing 
Asians, but in presenting moderate Com
munists with an alternative they can sup
port within the Communist camp. That 
camp ts divided, not only along national 
lines but within each national capital. 
And nowhere are the divisions more critical 
than in Hanoi. 

Neither the Vietcong nor the Chinese 
Communists can be swayed by the bombing 
of North Vietnam, which causes them no 
direct pain. They are pressing to intensify 
the war. The Vietcong, particularly, has 
made major m111tary gains in recent months 
and sees every successive Saigon coup as an
other nan in the coffin of its enemies. It 
will not be easy for Hanoi, in these circum
stances, to shift course and seek a negotiated 
settlement, even with Soviet backing. 

Mllitary pressure alone-which implies a 
demand for unconditional surrender-is un
likely to swing the balance in the Hanoi 
leadership toward a negotiated settlement. 
Positive American proposals, which suggest 
a way out and a viable future for North 
Vietnam, are the essential complement. 

President Johnson's statement last week 
could be the precursor of proposals offering 
Hanoi, once peace is restored, access to the 
rice of South Vietnam, trade with the West, 
an end of the embargo and diplomatic boy
cott that Washington and Saigon have im
posed since 1954, and entry to international 
development assistance. Area-development 
schemes covering the entire Mekong Valley 
could be pushed. These, linked with con
crete proposals for negotiations and firm 
offers of a phrased American withdrawal 
from South Vietnam in accordance with the 
Geneva agreements, could not fail to influ
ence events. 

An immediate Communist response might 
not be forthcoming. But the words would 
be heard both within the Communist re
gimes and outside. World opinion would be 
rallied. That support will be needed, espe
cially if the war in Vietnam ts about to enter 
a new and more virulent phase. 

[From the New York Times, Mar. 29, 1965) 
VIETNAM: THE INEXPLICABLE STRATEGY 

(By Robert Kleiman) 
PARis.-Washington's policy of bombing 

North Vietnam while avoiding negotiations 
is sowing confusion among America's friends. 
To cross east Asia, India and the Soviet Union 
to this NATO capital in Europe is to hear 
repeated questioning of the purposes and 
tactics of American policy. 

There ls worry about Soviet or Chinese 
intervention that would escalate the confiict 
into a major war. There is concern that the 
bombing will bring about a Sino-Soviet 
rapprochement. There ls disquiet that 
Soviet-American and other East-West talks 
leading toward a detente are grinding to a 
halt. And there is skepticism everywhere 
that the bombing by itself will force Hanoi 
to halt its infiltration-the stated American 
objective-or persuade the Vietcong to give 
up their winning battle in South Vietnam. 

OBSCURE U.S. GOALS 

But what most disturbs the Allies and 
friendly neutrals-especially the British and 
Indians, who would like to mediate-ts the 
lack of definition of American objectives. 
Even full explanations delivered privately 
by special envoys from Washington seem to 
leave American intentions so opaque that 
there is little of interest to communicate to 
Moscow, Peiping or Hanoi, where London and 
New Delhi both maintain diplomatic mis
sions. 

The lucid chairman of the State Depart
ment's Policy Planning Council, Walt Rostow, 
spent several days recently explaining Wash
ington's thinking to high foreign oftl.ce oftl.
cials of a dozen NATO countries. These 
conversations, on the sidelines of the semi
annual seminar of the Atlantic Policy Advis
ory Group in Reinhartshausen, West Ger
many, overshadowed the European issues on 
the regular agenda. But, when it was all 
over, the European policy planners felt little 
more enlightened than before. The con
sensus was that the United States urgently 
needed to clarify its purposes, both privately 
and publicly. Mr. Rostow was urged to carry 
this message back to Washington. 

HARRIMAN IN INDIA 

An even less successful encounter occurred 
earlier this month in New Delhi. Roving 
Ambasador Averell Harriman spent many 
hours skillfully explaining American policy 
on Vietnam. He received a sympathetic if 
noncommittal hearing from Prime Minister 
Shastri. But he clashed with Foreign Min
ister Swaran Singh, who urged negotiations 
and a new Geneva Conference, as did other 
high Indian officials. 

The incident shows that even Washing
ton's most prestigious Ambassador has dif
ficulty obtaining support abroad for a policy 
that resists negotiations while bombing 
North Vietnam. The Indians are clear that 
their interests parallel those of the United 
States in trying to prevent domination of 
southeast Asia by Communist China, but 
they do not agree with all the tactics Wash
ington is employing for this purpose. 

The Indians were told that the United 
States would welcome their help in exploring 
Communist intentions and 1n explaining 
American views, particularly during Shastri's 
forthcoming visit to Moscow. The key point 
was to make it clear that the United States 
was not going to negotiate until Hanoi had. 
stopped its aggression. The Indians were 
urged to stand with Washington 1n opposing 
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the Franco-Soviet proposal for a conference 
without preconditions. The United States, 
Mr. Harriman emphasized, could not agree 
to a conference without adequate conditions. 

What, asked the Indians, are the American 
conditions? At that point President John
son's special envoy-his hands obviously tied 
by his White House instructions, or lack of 
them-had to reply that it was premature to 
explain this, but that Washington wanted 
India's support for the principle that there 
must be conditions. 

The Indians said they had been informed 
of Soviet plans to provide North Vietnam 
with surface-to-air missiles, technicians, and 
fighter aircraft manned by Soviet personnel. 
And they warned that Moscow would not 
pursue bilateral negotiations for a detente 
while American bombing continued. 

The Indians believe there is a serious 
threat of war stemming from the possib111ty 
that Russia may take over the air defense 
of North Vietnam. In using negotiations 
they argue that, once the conference date is 
set, a cease-fire e1fective before the talks 
begin wm be more easily obtainable. 

As the major power in Asia threatened by 
Communist Chinese aggression, the Indi
ans believe that the United States should 
take the initiative in proposing a conference, 
stating its conditions and objectives clearly. 
Some suggest that Washington take the dra
matic step of announcing that it would stop 
bombing North Vietnam for 2 or 3 weeks 
pending a Communist reply and cessation of 
major Communist mil1tary operations. This 
would expose whether Hanoi and Moscow 
were serious in stating that the main ob
stacle to negotiation was the bombing of 
North Vietnam. 

PEACE OFFENSIVE NEEDED 

Undoubtedly, there are other ingenious 
formulas that would permit the United 
States to open a long-neglected peace of
fensive. Proposals for an "honorable nego
tiation," now evoked by President Johnson 
as an objective, would help refute the image 
the United States has been acquiring in Asia 
as "the white aggressor on colored soil." In 
Europe, it would reply to such charges as 
that of the New Statesman that Washing
ton "has now forfeited all right to British 
sympathy over Vietnam" because of a "sav
age intensification of the war • • • accom
panied by an apparent refusal to contem
plate negotiations in any form." 

And it is even possible that persuasive pro
posals Inight find a response in the Commu
nist world. Clearly, before any further step
up in the American air o1fenslve in North 
Vietnam, the time has come to devise and 
set in motion a political strategy that, for 
the first time, wm take priority over m111tary 
tactics. 

THE THREAT TO AMERICA'S SOIL 
CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. NELSON], I ask unanimous consent 
that there be printed in the RECORD a 
statement which he has prepared on the 
subject "The Threat to America's Soil 
Conservation Programs." 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR NELSON-THE THREAT 

TO AMERICA'S SOIL CONSERVATION PROGRAMS 

I am deeply concerned over the Budget 
Bureau's proposals to sharply reduce Fed
eral support for soil and water conservation 
practices in rural areas. This is shortsighted 
budgetm.a.king. 

It would result in a serious cutback In the 
important work of the 3,000 soil and water 

conservation districts in this country. And 
it would reduce support for individual farm
ers participating in cost-sharing soil and 
water saving practices. 

Ironically the proposed reduction comes 
at a time when the President is eloquently 
pleading for the preservation of America's 
natural resources-its water, soil, forests, 
open spaces, wilderness, and scenic beauty. 

No other program in American history has 
made such an important contribution to the 
hUSbanding of the land. No other program 
strikes more directly to the heart of resource 
management. We ought now to be expand
ing the program, not contracting it. 

The sou and water conservation districts, 
which all a.re locally managed, have provided 
outstanding leadership for soil and water 
conservation in rural Am:ertca since the 
1930's. They are the stewards of soil and 
water resources on the 70 percent of our 
Nation's land that is privately owned. 

The conservation record of the soil and 
water conservation districts in my State is 
among the finest in the Nation. We in Wis
consin were particularly gratified a few weeks 
ago when Secretary Freeman signed an 
agreement with a new district encompassing 
Menominee County. That agreement for 
technical, credit, cost-sharing, research, and 
educational assistance brought the last of 
Wisconsin's 36,150,000 acres into a soil and 
water conservation district. 

I have been disturbed in recent months 
by the suggestions of some of our budget
makers that conservation is responsible for 
some of the overflowing granaries that re
sult from the high productivity of our land. 
Good conservation practices do make land 
more productive. But that is hardly a valid 
criticism. Efficient crop production is only 
one of the soil and water conservation ob
jectives stated by the 1964 Yearbook of 
Agriculture: 

"To control soil erosion at all times and 
prevent soil damage in the future. 

"To use the better soils, wherever crops 
can be grown efficiently, for greater net gain 
per acre. The aim is to help the farmer 
reach a level of income and standard of 
living closer to that of managers in indus
trial enterprises. 

"To convert land least suitable for cultiva
tion to pastures, forestry, recreation, and 
wildlife and other uses in which the soil is 
not disturbed. 

"To protect and hold in reserve soils not 
needed but potentially suited to cultivation 
until there is a demand for farm commod
ities from them or until they may be needed 
for the balancing of efficient farm units." 

This same publication shows that the 
acreage converted by soil conservation dis
trict cooperators to less intensive long-term 
uses exceeded 21,500,000 acres in this coun
try in the 10-year period ending in 1961. 
The cost to the taxpayers has been extremely 
small in contrast to the sums required to 
retire or divert land under other programs. 

I am concerned, too, by the proposal to 
cut conservation cost-sharing funds by 
$100 m1llion at a time when we should be 
accelerating conservation and resource de
velopment program on privately owned 
land. This cost-sharing helps pay for ter
races, surface waterways, stripcropping, and 
other soil- and water-saving practices. 

This cut is in appropriations recommended 
for the Agricultural Stab111zation and Con-' 
servation Service for cost-sharing, under the 
agricultural conservation program. This 
cost sharing, also a locally administered pro
gram, gives farmers the added incentive 
needed to push ahead with the work of con
serving our natural resources. 

But it is the proposal to cut by $20 m1llion 
the Federal funds available to the Soil Con
servation Service, and to have this agency 
raise this same amount by charges to farm
ers, that I find most objectionable. This 

proposal to charge for this technical assist
ance and put the proceeds into a revolving 
fund would be a serious blow to a very valu
able conservation program. The Govern
ment should not charge farmers for help in 
designing, laying out, and adopting soil and 
water conservation practices on the land. 
This is an investment in preserving one of 
this Nation's most valuable capital assets, · 
its soil. 

Since this revolving fund idea was pro
posed I have received reports from every one 
of the 72 soil and water conservation dis
tricts in my State. I have received petitions 
from a large number of county boards. And 
I have had a flood of letters from private 
citizens, both rural and urban. 

All of these reports, petitions, and letters 
oppose the revolving fund proposal. They 
reflect a feeling of concern that the Federal 
Government's commitment to this long
time conservation activity ls being down
graded. They express fear that a longtime 
conservation policy is being reversed. 

Under present law the Soil Conservation 
Service provides technical assistance to these 
districts through a memorandum of under
standing with the Secretary of Agriculture. 
This technical assistance is provided with
out cost to eligible farmers and landowners, 
who are called "cooperators." Except for 
these services, the districts obtain their sup
port from State, local, or private sources. 

Approval of the revolving fund idea would 
cut the Federal Government's contribution 
to soil and water conservation in Wisconsin 
by $314,249 in the coining fiscal year. It 
would eliminate Federal support for 44 of 
the 88 Soil Conservation Service technicians 
now available to advise and assist the 72 
districts in my State. 

I submit at this point the breakdown In 
terms of both man-years and dollars that 
this proposed cutback would mean for the 
next fiscal year in Wisconsin's 72 soil and 
water conservation districts: 

County 

1st District: Kenosha _________________ _ 
Racine ___________________ _ 
Rock ______ --- - - - - ---- --- - -Walworth ___ _____________ _ 

2d District: Columbia ________________ _ 

Dane-- ----------- -------- 1

' Dodge ____________ - - - - - - - -
Green ___ -----------------
Jefferson_-----------------

3d District: 
Buffalo __ -----------------
Crawford_ --- ____ --- ------
Grant ___ -----------------
Iowa __ _____ -- -- - ___ - - - - - _ -
Jackson_----------- -------
Juneau---------- - -- -- -----La Crosse ____ _____________ _ 
Lafayette __ ---------------Monroe __________ -- ______ _ 
Pepin ____________________ _ 
Pierce ____________________ _ 

Ricbland-----------------
Sauk----------------------Trempealeau _____________ _ 
Vernon_------------------

6th District: 
Calumet __ ----------------Fond du Lac _____________ _ 
Green Lake ______________ _ 

Ozaukee __ ----------------Sheboygan _______________ _ 
Washington ______________ _ 
Winnebago _______________ _ 

7th District: 
Adams-------------------
Clark_ - -------- ----------
Florence_-----------------Forest ____________________ _ 

Langlade __ ---------------
Lincoln __ -----------------Marathon ________________ _ 

Marquette-----------------
Portage __ -----------------
Shawano ______ ------------
Taylor_-- -----------------Waupaca _________________ _ 
Waushara ________________ _ 
Wood __ ---------------- ---Menominee ______________ _ 

Man-years Dollars 

0.5 3,574 
.4 2,536 
.5 3, 738 
.6 4,454 

.8 5,484 
1.1 7,674 
.7 5,081 

1.0 7,538 
1.0 6,889 

1.1 8,214 
.8 5, 776 

1. 2 8,363 
1.1 8,204 
.8 5,407 
. 7 4, 730 
.6 4,412 
.9 6,652 
.9 6,540 
. 7 4,666 

1.1 8,271 
. 7 4,956 

1. 0 6,904 
. 7 4,803 

1.2 8,468 

.6 4,171 

.8 5,688 

.2 1,675 

.3 2,140 

.4 2, 704 

.6 4,051 

.6 4,309 

0.3 2,334 
.9 6, 790 
.1 476 
.1 456 
.5 3,266 
.4 2,931 

1.6 11, 784 
.5 3,280 
.3 2,269 
.6 4,520 
.8 5,847 

1.1 7,660 
.6 4,230 
.9 6,585 

0 ------------
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County 

8th District: 
Brown ______ --------------
Door-- --------------------Kewaunee ________________ _ 
Manitowoc _______________ _ 
Marinette ________________ _ 
Oconto ________________ ___ _ 
Outagamie _______________ _ 

Qth District: Milwaukee _______________ _ 
Waukesha ________ ________ _ 

10th District: Ashland ___________ --- ____ _ 
Barron ___________________ _ 

Bayfield ____ --------------
Burnett-------------------
Chippewa-----------------
Douglas------------------
Dunn---------------------Eau Claire _______________ _ 
Iron ________ - _ -------------
Oneida--- -- - ----- - ------ --
Polk_. -------------------
Price---------------------
Rusk_ --------------------
St. Croix------------------Sawyer ____________ --------Vilas _____________________ _ 

Washburn-----------------

TotaL •• _ ---------------

Man-years 

0.8 
.2 
. 7 
.9 
.2 
.6 

1. 0 

0 
.6 

.2 

.7 

.2 

.3 

.7 

.3 

.6 

.5 

.1 

.1 

.6 

.4 

.4 
1. 0 
.3 
.1 
.2 

44.0 

Dollars 

5,419 
1, 775 
5, 169 
6,628 
1,579 
4,023 
7,172 

-----·-4;066 

1,481 
5, 106 
1,384 
1, 789 
5,017 
2,111 
3,963 
3,669 

482 
587 

4,272 
2,922 
3,063 
7,487 
2,314 

685 
1,586 

314, 249 

I am told by W. W. Russell, Wisconsin's 
State conservationist, that the workload 
of our 72 soil and water conservation dis
tricts grows each year. Districts receive 
more and more requests for soil surveys and 
other measures of the value of land. Many 
of these requests now come from land ap
praisers, planning commissions, credit agen
cies, and Government. 

The districts have increasing responsibil
ities because of new State and Federal au
thorizations that provide new opportunities 
for conservation. They work together, for 
instance, under the Watershed Protection 
and Flood Prevention Act (Public Law 566). 
This law permits local watershed groups to 
obtain Federal funds for flood prevention and 
for such conservation activities as improve
ment of fish and wildlife habitat and de
velopment of recreation resources. 

River basin planning activities also are 
becoming more prevalent. Local soil and . 
water conservation districts participate in 
this important phase of resource develop
ment. 

The new Resource Conservation and De
velopment (R.C. & D.) program requires as
sistance from soil conservation districts in 
working for resource development, cropland 
conversion, recreation development, anq new 
economic opportunities. One of the first 
10 R.C. & D. projects approved as pilot pro
grams is in Wisconsin. The project in
cludes all of· Price, Rusk, and Taylor Coun-. 
ties. Technical assistance in planning this 
regional project was provided by the soil and 
water conservation specialists working in 
these three counties. 

These greater demands for soil and water 
conservation assistance at the local level 
signal the need for more Federal assistance, 
not less. The soil and water conservation 
districts and their cooperating farmers need 
and deserve the full and determined sup
port of both the Congress and the admlnis
tra tion. 

The supervisors of Wisconsin's 72 districts 
recently met in Eau Claire to discuss the 
proposed cuts in support for soil and water 
conservation. One of the major points made 
was that the State's work in this field is 
hardly one-third complete. 

I also submit the resolution adopted by 
the Wisconsin Association of Soil and Water 
Conservation District Supervisors: 
"RESOLUTION OF WISCONSIN ASSOCIATION OF 

SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION DISTRICT 
SUPERVIS.ORS, EAU CLAIRE, WIS., MARCH 10, 
1965 

"All the people of Wisconsin, as well as 
throughout the Nation, are dependent upon 

soil and water. We do not have an abun
dant supply of these natural resources. They 
can be wasted and lost if not given careful 
and proper care. 

"Seventy-two soil and water conserva
tion districts cover the entire State of Wis
consin. These soil and water conservation 
districts organized under State enabling leg
islation provide for the conservation of the 
soil and soil resources of this State, for the 
control and prevention of soil erosion, pre
vention of floodwater and sediment damage, 
preserve wildlife, protect the tax base, pro
tect public lands and protect and promote 
the health, safety, and general welfare of the 
people of our State. 

"Each of these 72 soil and water conserva
tion districts have a memorandum of under
standing with the Soil Conservation Service 
to help carry out the technical phases essen
tial to our program. 

"The soil and water conservation work in 
Wisconsin has made a good start but the job 
is hardly one-third complete. Pressures are 
increasing upon our land and water re
sources: Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the Wisconsin State Asso
ciation of Soil and Water Conservation Dis
trict supervisors oppose the President's re
volving fund proposal for the Soil Conser
vation Service; be it further · 

"Resolved, That the Wisconsin State Asso
ciation of Soil and Water Conservation Dis
trict supervisors urge the continuation of 
the program as it is now being carried out, 
and we urge the adoption of the Soll Conser
vation Service budget for 1966 as recom
mended by the National Association of Soil 
and Water Conservation Districts." 

I suggest that there is nothing in 1965 that 
makes soil and water conservation less es
sential than it was in the 1930's. In many 
ways, as we attempt to shift our less produc
tive farmland into recreational uses, it is 
more important. This less productive land 
often ls hilly, subject to erosion, and difficult 
to establish a cover crop on. 

I have found from my experiences in Wis
consin that district supervisors and cooper
ating farmers have a strong feeling of stew
ardship regarding the land. I think that 
over the past 25 years there has developed a 
growing feeling of responsibility toward the 
soil and the beauty of the countryside. 

I also submit a letter that ls typical of 
many that I have received in the past few 
weeks. This one ls from a district supervi
sor who also is an educator in Buffalo 
County. It is from 0. J. Sohrwelde, superin
tendent of schools at Alma, Wis., and secre
tary of the Buffalo County Soil and Water 
Conservation District: 

Hon. GAYLORD NELSON, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

FEBRUARY 18, 1965. 

DEAR SENATOR NELSON: According to in
formation received from several sources, it 
appears as though the work being carried on 
throughout the country by our soil and water 
conservation . districts is due for a drastic 
setback. 

For the past 24 years Buffalo County has 
had a soil and water conservation district. 
In fact our district was started in 1939 and 
1940. 

During the past 25 years we in Buffalo 
County have been able to get approximately 
two-thirds of the farmers in the county to 
become cooperators in our soil and water 
conservation program. This progress was 
made only because of the active .interest 
shown by our Federal Government by provid
ing trained personne·l with which to do the 
job, as well as Federal funds under ACP. 

If the Federal budget cutback ls allowed 
to take place we are confident that there wm 
be a slowing up of our program. In other 
words, it has taken 25 years to get two-thirds 
of the job done and it might take another 
25 years to get the remainder of our country's 
land and water under a planned and con-

trolled program. We feel that these natural 
resources do not belong to the farmer alone, 
but all people in all wa:lks of life are being 
affected now and will be affected more so in 
the future. With our population increase 
we feel that every acre of our precious top
soil, every drop of our avall.a.ble water supply 
will be necessary for the growth and develop
ment of our Nation. 

Those .of us who are close to the soil and 
water problems of our county and Sta;te will 
apprecirute anything you can do to help pro
vide the Federal funds necessary for the con
tinuation of local, State, and Federal soil and 
water conservation district programs. 

Sincerely yours, 
0. J. SOHRWEIDE. 

If this proposal is approved by the Con
gress, I think it ls probable that county 
boards will be asked to make up Wisconsin's 
$314,249 share of the contribution to the 
revolving fund for this technical assistance. 
The only other alternative would seem to be 
to have the districts seek contributions from 
the farmer to make up this lost Federal sup
port. 

This does not seem to be a fair choice. 
Local and State government in Wisconsin 
and elsewhere already make a sizable con
tribution to the support of the work of these 
soil and water conservation districts. 

Several counties furnish secretarial as
sistance to the districts. The supervisors, 
who throughout Wisconsin are members of 
the agriculture committee of each county 
board, serve the districts without pay. Many 
counties furnish office space, the use of office 
equipment, and other services to the _Soll 
Conservation Service. 

The reason the funds probably would have 
to be raised by the county boards ls that 
charging farmers and landowners for a share 
of these technical services is administratively 
unworkable. Who is going to set the charge 
for these services? What do we want the 
Government to charge a farmer when a soil 
technician stops in his farmyard to give him 
some advice on planting some shrubs to im
prove wildlife habitat or on stopping erosion 
in a troublesome gully? Will this new rate
maklng job fall to the unpaid soil and water 
conservation district supervisors:? I'm sure 
they hope not. 

Who will do the bookkeeping and fill out 
the forms for the Department of Agriculture 
and collect for these services? Will this new 
responsibility fall on the volunteer office
worker furnished by the county board? 

Suppose the county boards decide they 
are too hard pressed for funds after paying 
for this technical assistance and decide to 
charge the Department of Agriculture for the 
use of courthouse space? Will Congress be 
asked to appropriate some funds for this? 

I think it is clear that this proposed cut
back is shortsighted and in fact militates 
against the very conservation program the 
President has unQ.ertaken with such vigor. 
Furthermore, it wm undermine one of the 
finest and most successful examples of 
partnership between the Federal Government 
and the local people. 

It also will mean that these technical 
services will no longer be available to the 
farmers who can't afford to pay for them. 
And it ls likely that even the well-off farmers 
will be willing to pay only for assistance that 
means something in terms of a dollars-and
cents return. The bill for services will force 
most to pass up those practices that create 
wildlife habitat or otherwise conserve and 
beautify the countryside. 

This budget cut would be a long step back
ward in our much talked about conservation 
program. 

PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESSION AND 
INABILITY 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I re
ceived from Mr. C. W. Ufford, director 
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of industrial · relations, of the Warner & 
Swasey Co., of Cleveland, Ohio, an in
teresting and thought-provoking letter 
regarding the proposed constitutional 
amendment on presidential succession 
and inability. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Ufford's letter be printed in the body of 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE WARNER & SWASEY Co., 
Cleveland, Ohio, March 16, 1965. 

The Honorable FRANK J. LAUSCHE, 
Senate Office Building, · 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR LAUSCHE: The Senate's 
action in approving a proposed constitutional 
amendment on presidential succession and 
inability is to be warmly commended. The 
proposed amendment would be an important 
improvement over the present situation. 
However, I am concerned about two aspects 
Of the proposal and I am sure many people 
would be if they probed into it. 

The first is the provision for handling the 
resumption of office by the President. As 
now drafted, this would make it possible, for 
a period of time, for two people to attempt 
to exercise the powers and duties of the Pres
idency. This seems possible under the pro
vision that the Vice President, with the con
currence of a majority of the Cabinet (or 
such other body as Congress may establish) 
will have 7 days in which to declare in writ
ing that the President is unable to resume his 
office. The Congress would then proceed to 
decide the issue, a two-thirds vote being re
quired in each House to sustain the Vice 
President and Cabinet in their finding of in
ability. The ·delay while Congress probed 
and debated the. issue through its normal 
procedures in both Houses could make the 
determination of this difficult decision, espe
cially in a time of crisis, a matter of critical 
importance. 

My second concern is that this provision 
could, in effect, place in the hands of a 
hostile Congress actual impeachment power 
without the safeguard of proper impeach
ment, procedure. 

In view of these possibly serious flaws, may 
I commend to you an alternate provision 
recommended by the Committee for Eco
nomic Development which proposes that the 
ending of presidential inability be deter
mined by a majority vote of the Cabinet, the 
President concurring. Discussions leading 
to such vote might be initiated by the Presi
dent or any member of the Cabinet. The 
Cabinet is close to the President and his con
dition. It could act with a minimum of 
delay, publicity, and possible loss of public 
confidence. 

I can think of no more compelling reason 
for this CED proposal, with which I presume 
you are already familiar, than that "there 

. must always be a President, but there must 
never be two." 

Again may I commend the Senate for mov
ing ahead on this vital issue. Best personal 
regards. 

Sincerely, 
C. W. UFFORD, 

Director of Industrial Relation:1. 

THE SCHOOL LUNCH PROGRAM AND. 
HAWAII'S CONTRIBUTION 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, on be
half of my colleague, Hawaii's senior 
Senator, HIRAM L. FONG, and for myself, 
I am happy to take this opportunity 
again to invite all Senators to the spe
cial type A, pineapple lunch which Sen
ator FONG and I are hosting in the Sen-

ate Conference Room, at 12: 30 p.m., on 
Friday, April 9. 

This lunch has a twofold purpose. 
The first is to remind each of us of the 
purpose, progress, and future importance 
of the national school lunch program. 
The second is to invite attention · to the 
economic, as well as nutritional, con
tribution of ·Hawaii and our pineapple 
industry to the success of this program. 

In 1946, Congress passed the National 
School Lunch Act. I believe that the 
high purpose of this landmark legisla
tion is best described in the act itself. I 
quote: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of 
Congress, as a measure of national security, 
to safeguard the health and well-being of 
the Nation's children and to encourage the 
domestic consumption of nutritious agricul
tural commodities and other food, by assist
ing the States, through grants-in-aid and 
other means, in providing. an adequate sup
ply of foods and other facilities for the es
tablishment, maintenance, operation, and 
expansion of nonprofit school lunch pro
grams. 

This policy statement is a very per
suasive argument for the national school 
lunch program. Even more convincing, 
however, is the simple premise and slo
gan of the program itself: "You cannot 
teach a hungry child." 

A child may hunger for knowled.ge; 
but if his very being hungers for food, 
learning is impeded-if not impossible. 
Clearly, a nutritious meal enhances a 
child's ability to learn; and a healthy-, 
well-educated child enhances our Na
tion's future. 

To me, the national school lunch pro
gram is a landmark of enlightened, yet 
self-serving, legislation. It has already 
given America a generation of healthier, 
better educated citizens; and it promises 
to enrich our Nation even more in the 
years ahead, for this program is grow
ing-growing in size, growing in impor
tance to the health of our economy, as 
well as our children. 

Widely accepted today, the national 
school lunch program has not always 
enjoyed the approval and suppart of 
parents, educators, and legislators. In 
fact, it was only a few years ago that 
a prominent educator was able to .say: 

As an uninvited guest at the educational 
banquet, school food service has success
fully run the gamut of neglect, of scorn, of 
fear, of anger, and has now entered the 
approved portals which entitle it to a chair 
at the educational board. 

In 1964, the national school lunch pro
gram occupied a dominant chair, indeed, 
at the educational board. During the 
12 months which ended last June 30, 
for example, approximately 17 million 
schoolchildren-one-third .of our pre
college school population-participated 
in the program daily. These children 
were served nearly 3 billion meals during 
the school year. · 

Not included in these figures ·as par
ticipants in the national school lunch 
program are an estimated 13 million 
children who also benefited from nutri
tious lunches served through other 
school lunch programs. 

The national school · lunch program 
itself was actively supported by 68,500 
schools in every State, plus the District 

of Columbia, Guam, Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, ·and American Samoa, in 
1964. Both the number of children and 
the number of schools participating in 
the program are expected to increase this 
year. 

Under the National School Lunch Act 
of 1946, all public and nonprofit private 
schools of high school grade or under are 
eligible to participate in ·the school lunch 
program. The fact that so many schools 
have elected to do so is due in large meas
ure, I believe, to three regulations con
tained in the act. 

First. The lunch program in each 
school must be operated on a nonprofit 
basis. 

Second. Children unable to pay the 
full price of the lunch must be served 
free or at a reduced price. 

Third. Lunches must meet nutritional 
standards established by the U.S. De
partment of Agriculture. These stand
ards are embodied in the lunch pattern 
known as the type A lunch-the type of 
lunch, incidentally, which will be served 
on Friday, April 9. 

How does the national school lunch 
program actually work? 

The program is administered by the 
Consumer and Marketing Service of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, in co
operation with the education depart
ments of the various States. These de
partments enter into agreements with 
local boards of education. The local 
school authorities or other interested 
groups actually opefate the school lunch
rooms. Department of Agriculture spe
cialists provide administrative and tech
nical assistance to State personnel who 
in turn, make this assistance avail~ble u; 
individual school managers. 

Many States do not permit the educa
tional agencies to administer the national 
school lunch program in nonprofit pri
vate schools. In these States, the 
schools may enter into agreements di
rectly with the Department of Agricul
ture. 

In the fiscal year 1964 the national 
school lunch program cost approximately 
$1 ¥2 billion. Of this amount the school 
children themselves contributed approxi
mately one-half-more than $741 mil
lion, or an average of 25 to 30 cents for 
each lunch. Federal funds to reimburse 
the schools for part of the cost of each 
lunch served totaled about $130 million, 
for a national average of 4¥2 cents per 
lunch. In addition,, the Department of 
Agriculture also contributes food to the 
program. It is estimated that in the cur
rent fiscal year, Federal food donations 
will amount to $254 million. The schools 
themselves use the normal channels of 
trade to buy in the local food markets, 
and this year will purchase about 74 per
cent of the total food used in the 
program. 

Just as the children in each of our 
States benefit from the national school 
lunch program, so the economy of each 
of our States is buttressed by this pro
gram. I am sure each Senator knows in 
detail the extent to which his State and 
its citizens both contribute to and bene
fit from the national school lunch pro
gram. I know, too, that other Senators 
are as proud of this contribution and this 
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LOCAL-SERVICE AIRLINES 
SUCCEED 

participation as Senator FoNG and I are 
of Hawaii's role in the national school 
lunch program. 

I began these remarks by noting that 
one of the purposes of the pineapple 
school lunch on April 9 is to invite atten
tion to the role of Ha wail and the pine
apple industry in this program. A few 
statistics will make this point clear. 

It is a well-known fact that Hawaii 
ranks first in the world in pineapple pro
duction. This production in 1964 was 
valued at $120 million, and represented 
approximately 29 million cases of pine
apple fruit and juice. 

For most of the world, Hawaiian pine
apples are a nutritious, taste delight. To 
Hawaii, they are a cornerstone of its 
economy. They provide year-round em
ployment for nearly 7 ,000 of our citizens, 
and seasonal employment for an addi
tional 15,000 Hawaiians. In 1964 alone, 
the employment payroll of the pineapple 
industry totaled nearly $42 million. Last 
year, the industry spent more than $37. 
million for goods and services in Hawaii. 
It paid more than $6 million in taxes, not 
including Federal corporate and income 
taxes. 

No review of the pineapple industry, 
however brief, can be complete without 
pointing out that the industry is not a 
nameless giant. It is the California 
Packing Corp.; the Dole Co.; Libby, Mc
Neill & Libby; Maui Pineapple Co.; 
Hawaiian Fruit Packers; and the Haserot 
Pineapple Co. 

Above all, and most appropriately, the 
pineapple industry and all of Hawaii are 
enthusiastic, essential partners in the na
tional school lunch program. 

So far as participation in the national 
school lunch program is concerned, the 
Department of Agriculture readily ac
knowledges that Hawaii is one of the 
States of which it is particularly proud
and rightly so, I may add. 

Hawaii has participated in the program 
since its inception in 1946. Last year, 
the program operated or was available in 
198 out of the State's 204 public schools. 
In these 198 schools, the average daily 
participation in the national school lunch 
program was 124,576 children-or 84.5 
percent of the average daily attendance. 
This is a remarkable record. 

The program in Hawaii last year was 
a $10 million operation: $6,108,000 from 
income received in the school cafeterias; 
$721,000 cash reimbursement from the 
Department of Agriculture; $1,572,000 as 
a food-commodity donation from the 
Department of Agriculture; and $1,875,-
000 from the general tax fund. 

In 1962, the Department of Agricul
ture made its first purchase of canned 
pineapple for the national school lunch 
program. It purchased approximately 
133,000 cases of pineapple tidbits and 
cubes, or enough for one and one-third 
servings for each child. Last year, the 
Department purchased some 309,000 
cases, or enough for 2.7 servings per 
child. In addition, it is estimated that 
local purchases of pineapple for the na
tional school lunch program totaled 500,-
000 cases last year. 

Clearly, pineapples are becoming a 
nutritional taste delight to those who 

must plan school lunches and to the chil
dren privileged to enjoy them. 

Mr. President, I greatly appreciate the 
consideration of the Senate in permit
ting me to review some of the highlights 
of the national school lunch program, 
especially as it relates to Hawaii and our 
pineapple industry. For myself and for 
Senator FONG, I again extend to each 
Senator a cordial invitation to enjoy a 
typical type A pineapple school lunch in 
the Senate conference room--S-207-
at 12:30 p.m., on Friday, April 9. 

NAVY HEROES COMMENDED 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, it 

has now been a year since the great and 
terrible Alaska earthquake, fire, and 
wave. The heroism displayed by the 
many, many people who came to Alaska's 
aid can never be . fully recognized or ade
quately acknowledged. 

Recently, the Secretary of the Navy of
ficially commended the Navy units of 
Alaska "for extremely meritorious serv
ice" during and after the Alaska disaster. 
He commended them, not only for "re
storing military facillties and utilities," 
but also for "providing invaluable assist
ance to their civilian neighbors." Alas
kans are, indeed, grateful for their assist
ance, and are pleased that these units 
have now been awarded the Navy Unit 
Commendation Ribbon. 

I ask unanimous consent that the list 
of units and their citation be made a part 
of the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE SECRETARY OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, D.O. 

The Secretary of the Navy takes pleasure in 
commending the following units: Staff COM
ALSEAFRON 17; U.S. Naval Station, Kodiak; 
U.S. Naval Communication Station, Kodiak; 
U.S.S. Kodiak (LSM-161); U.S.S. Salisbury 
Sound (AV-13; Fleet Weather Central, Ko
diak; U.S. Navy Commissary Store, Kodiak; 
U.S. Marine Barracks, Kodiak; U.S. Mobile 
Construction Battalion 9 for service as set 
forth in the following citation: 

"For extremely meritorious service during 
the period March 27 through May 10, 1964, 
in connection with the disastrous earth
quake and tid·al waves which struck the is
Land of Kodiak, Alaska. Immediately fol
lowing the earthquake, which occurred on 
Good Friday, March 27, 1964, and which 
seismologists claim to be the most devastat
ing on record in North America, the above
listed unit.s mustered their full strength and 
went into action to alleviate the widespread 
suffering and destruction resulting from this 
catastrophe. In addition to restoring m111-
tary fac111ties and utilities, these units 
simultaneous·ly played a significant role in 
Operations Helping Hand by providing in
valuable assistance to their civilian neighbors 
in effecting the recovery of Alaskan com
munities. The fortitude, initiative, cooper
ation, and devotion to duty of the individual 
members of all units in the face of disastrous 
circumstances were in keeping with the high
est traditions of the U.S. ne.val service." 

All personnel attached to and serving on 
board any of the designated unit.s during the 
above period, or any part thereof, are here
by authorized to wear the Navy Unit Com
mendation Ribbon. 

PAUL H. N:rr.zE, 
Secretary of the Navy. 

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President the 
March 8 issue of the Aviation Daily ~on
tained a concise summary of the latest 
report on the local-service airline indus
try, prepared for the Association of Local 
Transport Airlines by the Systems Anal
ysis and Research Corp. This report, 
published every 2 years, gives all inter
ested persons a description of the status 
of local-service airlines and the progress 
they have made. 

This latest study contains valuable in
formation which should be brought to 
the attention of every Member of Con
gress. Congress appropriates many mil
lions of dollars each year for subsidy to 
these carriers, and should keep itself in
formed on the results of its investment. 

I congratulate the Association of Local 
Transport Airlines for again publishing 
a helpful and useful report. I also com
mend the association and each individual 
local-service carrier for the strides they 
have made in improving short-haul air 
transportation and for their cooperation 
with the Government in reducing the 
levels of the subsidy. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Aviation Daily article be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 
LocALS SHOW HEAVY TRAFFIC-REVENUE GAINS 

WrrH DECLINING SUBSmY RATIO 

Local service airlines' ton-miles increased 
18 percent and commercial revenues 16 per
cent in the past year with no increase in 
subsidy, according to a new report on the 
industry prepared for the Association of 
Local Transport Airlines by Systems Analy
sis & Research Corp. 

"Local tramc and commercial revenues 
have doubled since 1960, while public serv
ice payments have grown only one-third " 
the report said. "In other words, each pub
lic service payment dollar buys in 1964 three 
times the public benefits it bought 4 years 
ago." The $69 million subsidy paid in fiscal 
1964 was described as being only one-half of 
1 percent of total Federal payments for aid 
and special services. Before World War II 
12 smaller trunks received $10.10 subsidy fo; 
each passenger carried, or over 40 percent 
more than the $7.11 received by today's lS 
locals; for each $1 of commercial revenue 
earned these trunks received 65 cents sub
sidy-almost 60 percent more than the 41 
cents received by the locals, according to 
SARC. The report also said: 

Cities served by locals increased from 315 
in 1950 to 589 at the end of 1964. Cities 
served exclusively jumped from 177 to 402, 
and have increased by more than one-third 
in the past 5 years. 

Route miles are up 85 percent since 1952. 
During this period, trunk route miles have 
increased only 20 percent and the number 
of points served exclusively by the trunks 
decreased 70 percent. Passenger train miles 
dropped 45 percent. In the past 4 years, 
more than 9,700 local route miles have been 
added, 1,400 of them in the past year. 

Of 97 cities where trunk service was super
seded by that of a single local in the past 
14 years, that carrier substantially improved 
passenger development above former levels 
at 70 cities. In 52 cities, the local generated 
passenger volumes more than 20 percent 
larger than had formerly been generated, 
while in 23 cities passengers were up 100 
percent. 
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Average revenue per passenger has in

creased to $16.07 as a result of fare increases 
and increases In trip length. However, fares 
cannot be raised much above their present 
level "without the danger of pricing the 
service out of the market." Operating ex
penses per available seat-mile are 7 percent 
below those of 1959. 

Stockholders of the carriers have received 
negligible benefits. The industry's retained 
earnings on June 30, 1964, after more than 
14 years of operation, totaled $17,925,000. 
"On gross revenues over the period of $1.5 
billion, this ls equivalent to a profit margin 
of only 1.2 percent." 

Employment totaled 16,000 persons with 
1964 payroll of more than $105,500,000. 

Taxes paid to and collected for Federal 
and State Governmenits Include $3 mlllion 
on fuel and oil, $7,750,000 transportation 
tax, and $5.5 million in property, income, and 
other levies. 

Results thus far indicate that the class 
mail rate has been a "real success," the re
port said. "The subsidy needs of the indus
try have declined and the financial position 
of the carriers has improved. The subsidy 
rate level has declined 26 percent from the 
first-class rate (in 1961) into the current 
rate-from 1.98 cents per available seat-mile 
to 1.46 cents. However, it must be noted tha.t 
continued reductions will depend, In large 
measure, upon continued improvements in 
route structure and operating flexibility. 
There 1s tremendous potential available to 
local carriers in better density short-haul 
markets which the locals are not permitted 
to realize under current restrictions. Such 
potential includes 102 short-haul markets, 
access to which would double presently 
available commercial revenue. Access to 
such markets for the locals could not jeop
ardize the trunklines." 

RAILROAD SAFETY 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, rail

road safety and traincrew working con
ditions should concern all of us, since 
at one time or another nearly everyone 
places his trust in the ability of the men 
of the railroad to take him safely from 
place to place. The safety regulations 
prescribed in title 45 of the United States 
Code now permit railroad men to work 
up to 16 consecutive hours, whereas 
12 hours would seem to be a safer 
and fairer maximum. The Idaho State 
Senate has adopted a memorial to the 
U.S. Senate, setting out the need for 
change in work rules, and has made 
specific suggestions which should be of 
interest to the Members of the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
memorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memo
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 6 OF THE LEGISLATURE 

OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 

To the Honorable Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the Untted States, tn Con
gress Assembled: 

We, your memoriallsts, the Legislature of 
the State of Idaho, assembled in the S8th 
session thereof, respectfully represent that: 

Whereas Federal law, title 45, sections 61 
to 64, inclusive, now allows a railroad to re
quire its employees to work as long as 16 
consecutive hours without rest: and 

Whereas the Federal law was enacted 
March 4, 1907, for the purpose of safeguard
ing the health and safety of employees; and 

Whereas such law has never been amend
ed; and 

Whereas the high speed operations of mod
ern railroads impose an undue strain upon 
employees required to work the long hours 
now allowed, thus endangering the health 
and safety of the employees: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the 38th sesston 
of the Legislature of the State of Idaho (the 
House of Representatives concurring there
tn), That we most respectfully urge the 
Congress of the United States of America to 
proceed at the earliest possible date to pass 
legislation amending title 45, sections 61 to 
64, inclusive, and more particularly amend
ing section 62, to read as follows: 

"It shall be unlawful for any common car
rier, its omcers, or agents, subject to sec
tions 61 to 64, 'inclusive, of title 45 to re
quire or permit any employees subject to 
said sections to be or remain on duty for a 
longer period than twelve consecutive hours, 
and whenever any such employee of such 
common carrier shall have been continuously 
on duty for twelve consecutive hours he shall 
be relieved and not required or permitted 
again to go on duty untU he has had at 
least ten consecutive hours o1f duty; and no 
such employee who has been on duty twelve 
hours in the aggregate in any twenty-four
hour period shall be required or permitted to 
continue or again go on duty without having 
had at least eight consecutive hours o1f duty: 
Provided, that no operator, train dispatcher, 
or other employee who by the use of the 
telegraph, telephone or radio dispatches, re
ports, transmits, receives, or delivers orders 
pertaining to or affecting train movements 
shall be required or permitted to be or re
main on duty for a longer period than nine 
hours in any twenty-four-hour period in all 
towers, omces, places, and stations contin
uously operated night and day, nor for a 
longer period than twelve hours in all towers, 
offices, places, and stations operated only dur
ing the daytime, except in case of emergency, 
when the employees named in this proviso 
may be permitted to be and remain on duty 
for four additional hours in a twenty-four
hour period on not exceeding three days in 
any week: Provided further, that no loco
motive engineer working without the assist
ance of another qualified engineman, operat
ing locomotives or trains, receiving, inter
preting, or carrying out telegraph or tele
phone dispatches, radio messages, or written 
orders pertaining to or affecting train move
ments shall be required or permitted to be or 
remain on duty for a longer period than nine 
consecutive hours and shall not be required 
or permitted to continue or again to go on 
duty until he has had at least eight consecu
tive hours o1f duty: Provided further, The 
Interstate Commerce Commission may after 
full hearing in a particular case and for good 
cause shown extend the period within which 
a common carrier shall comply with the pro
visions of this proviso as to such case." 

Now, therefore, be tt resolved, That the 
secretary of state of the State of Idaho be, 
and hereby is authorized and directed to 
forward certified copies of this memori·al to 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives of the Congress, and to the Sen
ators and Representatives representing this 
State in the Congress of the United States. 

W. E. DREVLOW, 
President of the Senate. 
PETE F. CENARRUSA, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Attest: 

ARTHUR WILSON, 
Se<Yretary of the Senate. 

URBAN RENEW AL IN THE BUSH 
Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, in 

the 88th Congress I spoke to the Senate 
about the village of Holikachuk, Alaska, 

and the desire of the villagers to move to 
a new and more desirable location along 
the Yukon River. When I spoke, the 
move was st111 a dream, for the work had 
just begun. 

Many people said the villagers of 
Holikachuk would never get beyond the 
dreaming or planning stage. They said 
the move would never come about. 

There were many obstacles facing the 
village. There were logs to be cut, houses 
to be built, a school to be constructed, 
and careful and extensive planning to be 
done. 

To a less enterprising and ambitious 
group than the villagers of Holikachuk, 
these obstacles might well have proved 
insurmountable. But, Mr. President, all 
of these obstacles were overcome. In the 
:first year of the move, 1963, seven homes 
were completed and the school was con
structed. 

The work continued in 1964, and 20 
more homes have been completed. 

In establishing the new village of 
Grayling, there was assistance, :first, 
from the Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, in making available for the ex
periment funds from the Alaska State 
Housing Authority, the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs, and other governmental and pri
vate agencies. The people of Holikachuk 
intended to move, either with or without 
assistance; but with such help, the move 
and the building of the community were 
accomplished in an orderly fashion. The 
homes constructed are better built and 
planned, and will be far better places in 
which to live. The new village of Gray
ling is a tribute to the hard work of the 
villagers and to the creative assistance 
the Federal and State Governments 
offered. 

Mr. President, recently I received in 
the mail, from the community of Gray
ling, a newsletter which reports on the 
accomplishment of the community, and 
gives thanks to all those who assisted the 
villagers in the move. I ask unanimous 
consent th~t the newsletter be printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the newslet
ter was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

GRAYLING NEWSLETTER 

(By Walter Maillelle) 
I don't really know how to start this news 

of our new village of Grayling-but I will 
give it a try. The people of Holikachuk had 
been talking about moving out to the Yukon 
for many years. This move is something we 
did dream about last night and it come true 
today. This move had been talked about 
for as long as I know myself. In 1962 the 
people in Holikachuk started talking more 
about moving. The council held lots of 
meetings with each other and with the whole 
village. About 90 percent of the people in 
the village of Holikachuk decided to move 
to the Yukon area. A committee, chosen by 
the council, came over to the Yukon area 
and decided that the Grayling area was the 
place for us. 

Holikachuk was a clean v111age but we 
wanted it better even to keep clean in 
Grayling. We decided the way to do this 
was to see that each family had a lot large 
enough to take care of his family. Also we 
wanted space for roads in our village. The 
council decided that each family would have 
a lot 200 feet long by 125 feet wide, and each 
family would be responsible for keeping his 
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own lot clean. We cleared space for roads
the roads are 30 feet wide. 

We talked to lots of people about our move. 
so· finally we h ad visit from BIA Juneau. 
I'm pretty sure m any people know Neal Jen
son who is with BIA Housing, he helped us 
and many others I could not name at this 
time. We asked them for help to move so it 
would not be so hard for many of our people. 
BIA brought in chain sawmill and Alaska 
Housing brought in tools. In January 1963 
the men of the Holikachuk Village went out 
to .the Yukon, 24 miles by winter trail, to 
cut logs, before everybody go out beaver 
trapping. After the men come back from 
trapping during the month of April 1963, we 
cut more logs. By the end of April 1963 we 
had 1,650 logs cut and hauled to the Yukon 
River bank ready to be floated down the 
Yukon to our new village site of Grayling. 
Right after breakup our village men brought 
the logs down to Grayling to be sawed into 
lumber for our new homes. Four of our 
families took down their homes in Holika
chuck and by barge did bring them over to 
Grayling and rebuilt them here. Henry Dea
con brought his sawmill in June 1963 by 
barge and set it up in Grayling. Four of our 
men left at this time to work for the cannery 
in the Bristol Bay area. 

On July 13, 1963, the BIA foreman come 
into Grayling to start construction on the 
new Grayling BIA School. They got 25 men 
to work on the new school. In late August 
1963, Alaska State Housing started to help 
us with plans for building our new homes 
here. The people were working at the school 
and also trying as well to build their homes. 
in the new village. By the time the river 
freeze up in 1963, Alaska Housing had helped 
us plan and build seven new homes. Some 
of our people at this time built a cache for 
a temporary home. 

The new BIA School was completed in De
cember 1963. We are very proud of our new 
school. 

I myself was appointed acting postmaster 
for the Grayling Village on November 23, 
1963. I never will forget that day because 
it was the day after our dear President Ken
nedy was killed-it was such a shock to our 
people and everyone was very sad in Gray
ling that day. _ 

We have had one family move to Grayling 
from Anvik. We also have had two marriages 
here in the past year. 

During the month of April 1964 our people 
went up the Yukon River 20 miles to cut 
more logs. At this time 1,300 more logs 
were cut. In the first part of June 1964, 
Chuck Blomfield, from Alaska State Hous
ing, and three other guys came into Grayling 
to start to help us plan to build more homes 
here. 

In the month of November 1964, I see near
ly all homes were up, only about four more 
homes now will have to be· built this sum
mer then Grayling homes will be complete. 

I feel pretty sure that a lot of people don't 
know where Grayling is; as Grayling, of 
course, is not on the map yet. We hope 
Grayling is soon put on map. Just in case 
you don't know where Grayling is, it is about 
20 miles upriver from Anvik and west from 
Holikach uk. 

I would say we are about 80-percent better 
in our living conditions at this time in Gray
ling than we were at our old village of 
Holikachuk. 

We used to have to go through a slough 
about 40 miles to get to our fish camp from 
Holikachuk. Now, today, living in (3rayling 
we need to go only 3, 7, or 20 miles to get to 
our fish camps. In the spring and fall the 
Yutana Barge discharges freight in front of 
our village and before our freight used to 
have to go by way of Holy Cross before it 
finally got to Holikachuk. 

The population of the village of Grayling 
is 142 persons {which is a lot different than 

some people are saying that we are nearly 
all back in Holikachuk). Out of this num
ber we have 14 children away in high school 
and 37 children attending the new BIA 
School in Grayling. We have two churches 
here and one store called Grayling Native 
Store. Population of the village of Holika
chuk at this time is three persons (belonging 
to the same family). 

On Thanksgiving Day 1964, the new BIA 
School was dedicated ~nd everyone in the 
village had a real good day. Besides the ded
ication we had a big feed and a movie in 
the school. Everyone had a good Christmas 
also. 

Two weeks ago we had some native dances 
here in Grayling and everyone enjoyed them. 

I would also like to mention that we hear 
rumors are around that some of our people 
have moved back to Holikachuk. These ru
mors are wrong. The same people said we 
never would move in the first place to Gray
ling-but we did move. We will be very 
happy to welcome anyone to visit our new 
village-we are proud of Grayling and some
day we hope it will grow into a big place. 

I hope this is only the start as I would 
like to see more things here for our people 
and hope we can get working on them soon. 
We would like to see a well in each home 
and village power so each of our people 
could enjoy electricity. 

When all homes are completed we hope 
then to build a new village hall. These are 
plans of the future. We hope arctic health 
research can work with us on projects. 

We hope soon that Governor Egan can 
help to see we get the airstrip we so badly 
need for this village because we must go 
(round trip) 40 miles to Anvik by boat to 
get mail in the summer. 

I wish also to say thanks for your trust 
to the people who believed us when we said 
we would move, and thanks also to those who 
helped us. 

MR. ANSETT MIGRATES TO 
AUSTRALIA 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, every 
now and then our great newspapers take 
editorial note of a small matter that has 
large impact. Such is the case of Mr. 
Robert Ansett, whose chronicle is ob
served in the Idaho States Journal, of 
Pocatello, on March 7. Mr. Ansett made 
a great to-do about the terrible state of 
American affairs; and he vowed that if 
Barry Goldwater-who apparently epit
omized Mr. Ansett's ideal in govern
ment-were defeated last November, he, 
Mr. Ansett, would pack up family and 
fortune and would go to Australia, where 
a man could hack out a free existence by 
the sweat of his brow. Mr. Goldwater 
was defeated; and Mr. An.sett was as 
good as his word: He quit his $175-a-week 
bakery job-incidentally a salary, some
what better than most-and departed for 
the land down under. But the editorial 
writer has made a great discovery: 
Awaiting Mr. An.sett in Australia was not 
only new opportunity, but also a multi
millionaire father. 

Mr. President, I submit that both Mr. 
Ansett and Mr. Goldwater played true 
to their beliefs. Rugged individualism 
and the will to make it on one's own 
regard to the needs of his neighbor, are 
made much easier when a man is backed 
by a million-dollar bank account. 

I ask unanimous con.sent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Pocatello {Idaho) State Journal, 

Mar. 7, 1965) 
MR. ANSETT'S OPPORTUNITY 

It was with great relief-but with some 
disappointment-that we read of the good 
things awaiting Robert Ansett when he 
reaches Australia. There we were, visualiz
ing Mr. Ansett and his family hacking out a 
meager existence for a while, then laboriously 
achieving a measure of well-being in true 
pioneer style. Just as it was when this coun
try was young, you might say. 

But alas, it probably won't be that way 
at all, and it's a bit disillusioning. 

In case you missed the stories, we refer 
to the Robert Ansett who sailed this past 
week from California to Australia to begin 
a new life. It was reported that his decision 
to leave this country was hastened by Barry 
Goldwater's defeat last November. He told 
his boss that if Senator Goldwater lost, he'd 
depart. He was quoted as saying that his 
bet "just brought the situation to a head 
faster than it would have been. We'd have 
left sooner or later anyway, with things here 
the way they are." 

A $175-a-week bakery route salesman, An
sett declared that "Australia is presently 
more socialistic than the United States but 
the trend there is toward conservatism. It's 
just the opposLte here." 

Ansett specifically objected to the tax 
structure, social security, Government con
trols on commerce and "taking the initiative 
from the individual. There just isn't the op
portunity now that there was when the 
country was young,". he said. 

Noting that there were "a lot of jobs avail
able in Australia," he said he'd "just have to 
take whatever comes along at first and plan 
from there." 

Well, it developed after Mr. Ansett left that 
life in Australia isn't likely to be so chal
lenging after all. It turns out that his father 
lives in Australia, and he is described as one 
of that country's richest men. His wealth is 
in airlines, buses and trucks, television sta
tions and hotels and motels, and is estimated 
at more than $85 million. 

·So it appears that Mr. Ansett will not be 
entirely destitute, and he probably won't 
find it difficult to make his way down under. 
If he finds some leisure time, we hope he'll 
reflect upon his comments about the country 
he left. Not that this Nation can't stand 
criticism; we merely question the validity of 
what he said. 

All of us complain about taxes, of course, 
but at least some of his former countrymen 
look upon them as the price we pay for living 
in a vibrant, growing nation. Social security 
may be unpalatable to Mr. Ansett, but it is 
not so to many who find it their only hope 
for a decent existence in their late years. 

As for Government controls on commerce 
Mr. Ansett had only to read the reports of 
countless corporations · in the past few 
months. Almost without exception, they 
have told of record sales and profits ob
viously despite "Government controls',' and 
possibly because of some Government poli
cies, such as tax cuts. 

Of course there "isn't the opportunity now 
that there was when the country was young." 
The country is no longer young in the sense 
that there is a continent to be subdued but 
that doesn't mean there's no future here. 
Opportunities are being made and grasped 
every day in business, in science, in educa
tion, in the arts. 

It is hoped Mr. Ansett has a pleasant 
voyage to Australia and that he finds the 
freedom and opportunity there that he 
couldn't find here. With a father worth $85 
million, he should not find it much of a 
chore-L. E. 
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RESEARCH ON CHILDHOOD : 
. ASTHMA . 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, a distin
guished Washington physician known to 
many of us has stressed the need to 
broaden the base for the fight against a 
most crippling affliction, childhood 
asthma. 

This is the season when asthmatic 
problems are particularly noted; and in 
Denver, Colo., last Saturday, Dr. Fred
eric G. Burke made well the point that 
research in the asthma-emphysema syn
drome is deserving of increasing eco
nomic support from industry, private re
sources, and particularly, from the Fed
eral Government. 

Mr. President, Dr. Burke's paper, 
presented at the seminar of the Chil
dren's Asthma Research Institute and 
Hospital and the Jewish Home for Asth
matic Children, at Denver, is deserving 
of attention, because of the light it 
throws on this medical problem and be
cause of the hope it holds out for the 
many air-hungry children stricken by 
this vicious disease. I ask unanimous 
consent that Dr. Burke's paper, en
titled "The National and International 
Significance of Research in Childhood 
Asthma," be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the paper 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL SIGNIFI

CANCE OF RESEARCH IN CHILDHOOD ASTHMA 

Significant and dramatic advances in med
ical research are stimulated .only by cata
strophic forces of considerable magnitude. 
Static inertia holds tantalizing break
throughs firmly imbedded in ignorance un
til counterbalancing leverage of greater 
power is applied to advance our medical 
knowledge and relieve human suffering. 

Among such forces are wars and the inter
ests of the executive branch of the U.S. Gov
ernment. History is full of examples of this 
relationship and while not an exclusive as
sociation, because there are numerous exam
ples of the dramatic impact of occasional 
scientific geniuses working along in their lab- · 
oratories initiating medical discoveries, in 
recent years, war. and Presidential interesits 
have been important and effective. 

Possi·bly the most important positive divi
dend from World War II was the ' discovery· 
and application of penicillin. Certainly the 
afftiction of President Franklin Roosevelt 
played no small part in the dramatic and 
successful fight against poliomyelitis. Cer
tainly the dedicated interest of our late 
President John F. Kennedy in spotlighting 
mental retardation has led to .more knowl
edge and interest rubout this cacophonic ill
ness in the past 5 years than had been known 
in all previous recorded time. 

Under President Truman, the hospital con
struction acts and Nm programs were built 
and tremendously expanded to provide the 
base for future medical discoveries. The in
timate contacts of Presidents Eisenhower and 
.Johnson with cardiovascular illness have 
surged forward research in these areas with 
the imminent promise of additional inves·t
ments of large national resources into cancer, 
heart disease, and strokes. 

For those of us interested and indeed 
charged by our consciences with reliev
ing the breathing diseases of chicken, one 
can only wistfully wish that in terms of time 
and history, President Theodore Roosevelt 
would be our next President. The travails 
of this man with asthma, of course, are well 
known to all. · 

Now, of course, no one would say tha.t 
money alone is the lever that moves moun-
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tains of medloal ignorance, but like that 
little boy who was asked by his mother from 
a distant part of the house, "Johnny, are 
you spitting in the goldfish bowl?" replies, 
"No, Ma, but I's coming close." Money 
helps-it helps by status and seduction, by 
producing good facilities to work in, biologic 
and behavioral manpower are attracted to 
apply their know-how to medical problems 
not before looked by them at in depth. 

Historically the greatest patrons of the arts 
and sciences have shifted from Mother 
Church and from the Medici type families 
of the Middle Ages, from industry, corpora
tions and the private great fortunes of more 
recent times. The principal patron of sci
entific .research today is the Federal Govern
ment. 

The Nation's expenditures for the conduct 
of medical and health related research is 
approximately $1.5 billion with the Federal 
Government providing about 63 percent of 
the total funds. 

Continued growth of funds for health
related research has continued from all 
sources in the postwar period-a rise in the 
Federal contributions from a $27 · million 
program in 1947 to a $1.2 billion a year 
program in 1964. Contributions by non
Federal sectors of the country have also 
grown considerably, but not at the same 
acceleration and this ls due at least in part to 
the initiating and watching programs of 
Uncle Sam stimulating the total research 
capability of the entire scientific community 
both in the "United States and throughout 
the world. This represents about a 20-25 
percent increase per year in the budget since 
the end of the war. However, the total 
amount of $5 billion in the aggregate, spent 
in health-related research between 1947 and 
1964 is less than the $5.6 billion spent in 
the space exploration program in the year 
1964 alone. 

Although contemporary medical and health 
related research draws upon all fields of sci
ence, so far as Federal Government expendi
tures are concerned, 90 percent is concen
trated in the many disciplines of biology and 
medicine, 10 percent is spent broadly among 
related fields in the physical, social and be
havioral sciences. Federal funds supporting 
scientific investigators working in the re
search environment of nonprofit institutions, 
however, have become increasingly significant 
and last year two-thirds of these funds were 
spent by these researchers in their locations. 

Relating these escalating economic forces 
to the problem of the childhood asthma
emphysema syndrome provides something of 
a relative disappointment when one con
siders the increasing magnitude and im
portance of this crippling chronic disease in 
our pediatric population. 

The relative decrease in deaths due to in
fectious diseases has thrown into bas-relief 
the importance of asthma as a deadly disease 
and even in the 1953 vital statistics when 
there were 7,640 homicide deaths, at least 
6,737 died of asthma. Severe asthma can be 
considered a potentially preventable disease 
and when we compare these deaths with 
those resulting from those diseases on which 
we have made dedicated drives to prevent 
and treat (more than all the diseases which 
we currently now control by immunization) 
we see the ever-growing importance of 
asthma as a medical challenge. 

Despite .the impressiveness of the incidence 
of deaths due to this disease, the estimates 
of the crippling effects in adult life of child
hood asthma can only be estimated since 
morbidity statistics are frequently hard to 
obtain. In the 1963 national health survey 
of children in the United States the data 
showed more than one-third of all chronic 
illness reported for children under 17 years 
was caused by hay fever, asthma, eczema, 
orsinusitis. Nearly one-fourth of all the 
days reported lost from school because of 

chronic conditions are due to severe asthma. 
The.se figures are considered conservative and 
are probably higher. The crippling psycho
logic, pulmonary, and economic effects of , 
childhood initiated a.Sthma in adult life can 
only be guessed at, but they are .high. 

The saddened plight of the air-hungry 
child stimulates patient and family panic 
and is breathtaking, not only to the child 
but alsd to his family. Many family units 
have been uprooted and broken by the 
frightening visitation of this vicious disease 
complex. 

While the role of the genetic endowment 
and biologic and psychologic factors are un
doubtedly important components in th'e 
causation of asthma, another, and most im
portant is the physical environment of the 
child. The urgency of investigating the role 
of air pollution and environmental oontami
niati.on in the pr:Pdiuction and/or · ag:gravation 
of these diseases cannot be overstated. 
Medical annals are filled Wtth volumes deal
ing with the effects of climate on human 
disease, but there is a signal lack of con
trolled scientific observation on the human 
effects of polluted air. We are accustomed 
to thinking that a diseased state is brought 
on by a single cause, a classic view that is no 
longer tenable for many disease states. 
WJ?,ile there is frequently a simple associa
tion · of an infectious agent producing an 
acute disease state, this concept simply does 
not answer many chronic diseases which are 
on the rise today. Chronic bronchitis in 
Great Britain, once thought to be a specific 
disease entity, similar to chronic asthma, de
velops over a long period of time and can 

. become crippling through a combination of 
factors. 

It seems apparent that there is probably no 
single cause of chronic asthma but air pollu
tion certai~ly is part of the etiologic complex 
and one that has not been extensively eval
uated. 

Indeed, with due consideration of the full 
magnitude of this problem, there needs to be 
a greater and more concerted research effort 
made into all of the several etiologic avenues 
of approach. In turn; research in the asth
ma-emphysema syndrome is deserving of 
increasing economic support from industry, 
private resources, and particularly from the 
Federal patron. 

The ou ts~anding leadership of the board 
and medical staff of the Children's Asthma 
Research Institute and Hospital in bringing 
our present leV'els of unde.rstanding about 
asthma to the present position is, of course, 
recognized both here and abroad. Imagina.
ti ve research, quality training of personnel, 
and patient care have set high standards for 
others to follow. As a real pioneer in plot
ting · the research trails into asthma, this 
institute has assumed the robes of leader
ship, and it has worn them well. Grateful 
acknowledgment of their efforts is accorded 
by the medical profession and imitative ef
forts to simulate this demonstration model 
in part or in whole must be stimulated 1n 
a widening geographic circle of distant com
munities. 

Thus we look for a broadening of the 
base on which to expand our fight •against 
childhood asthma. We need to expand our 
recourses in service, in training and in mo
bilizing research potentials nationally and 
indeed internationally because this medical 
enemy has passports to all areas of the 
world. 

Increasing manpower and eco~omic in
vestments are currently being mobilized for 
this research siege, and are coming from 
private as well as Federal sources. The Al
lergy Foundation of America now starting its 
second decade has stimulated general . pub
lic awareness by public information cam
paigns and is supporting significant research 
and training programs in. a number of medi
cal institutions. The American Academy of 
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Allergy and the American College of Aller
gists, Inc., by their lnslstance of high pro
f esslonal standards of excellence in practice 
and research, have recruited scientists and 
others to meet this multifaceted problem. 
The Research Council of the American Acad
emy of Allergy, particularly, has been most 
effective in stimulating interest in asthma 
research. 

From the immense resources of the Federal 
budget, opportunities for support of quality 
training and research in the asthma-em
physema complex are many and deep. They 
are national and international in scope and 
are mandated by the specific missions of the 
several granting agencies. 

These include the National Science Foun
dation; the Chronic Disease sections of the 
State Services Division of the USPHS; the 
Children's Bureau; the Environmental Di
vision of the USPHS, and others--ln addi
tion to all eight of the National Institutes 
of Health. 

In 1964 alone there were 30 research grants 
in childhood asthma that were supported 
by the NIH for a total amount of $961,000. 
Eight of these projects were supported by the 
Institute Of Child Health and Human De
velopment, in its first operational yea.r, fOT 
a sum of $300,000. 

The expanded fiscal year 1965-66 budget of 
the Institutes of Health recently approved 
by Congress for both domestic and foreign 
health-related research gives ample evidence 
of the level of consciousness of our Federal 
leadership to their responsibilities to im
prove the health of the Nation. 

At all levels of research action, with all 
available resources at our disposal, a con
certed and determined effort must be struc
tured to bring relief and open the windows 
of ignorance to let in the air of enlighten
ment for our blreathless asthmatic children. 

LAND SUITS-APPEAL LAW UPHELD 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, an 

opinion of great interest to all Senators 
from public land States, and, indeed, to 
all from States in which publicly owned 
lands are situated, was handed down, 
earlier this month, by the U.S. District 
Court for Nevada. 

The case was that of Stewart v. Penny, 
et al., civil No. 1619, decided by Judge 
Bruce Thompson, involving a homestead 
entry. Among the issues was the 1960 
amendment to the venue provisions of 
the Judicial Code by which a private 
citizen may bring suit against Federal of
ficers in a land matter in the district 
court for the district in which the lands 
that are the subject of the action are lo
cated. Formerly, actions against Interior 
Department officials involving publicly 
owned lands could be brought only in the 
District of Columbia; and, thus, a great 
many private citizens were in fact denied 
the remedy of judicial review of admin
istrative· action, because of the expense 
and time required for suit against the 
Secretary of the Interior in Washing
ton, D.C. 

In the 87th Congress, I sponsored, in 
the Senate, the bill, S. 717, on which this 
amendment to the judicial code is based; 
and, hence, I am particularly interested 
in its· interpretation by Judge Thompson, 
in affirming the intent of my bill. 

Also at issue was the scope of judicial 
review of administrative action. The 
Government took the position that a 
finding by the Secretary of the Interior 
of noncompliance ' with statutory re
quirements for homestead entry was con-

elusive, and was not subject to review. 
Judge Thompson disposed of that argu
ment with the following observations: 

We cannot, however, accept without limita
tion a contention that a high administrative 
official in Washington, D.C., ls better qualified 
than others to analyze and draw conclusive· 
fact inferences from a cold record produced 
at an evldentiary hearing 3,000 miles away 
and relating to physical conditions with 
which he has questionable famlllarlty. 

• • • 
The omnipotence of the Department of the 

Interior as guardian of the public domain is 
exhibited when the Department acts affirma
tively and grants patents under the public 
land laws. The converse ls not true. An en
try or application for patent which is con
tested or rejected by the Secretary presents 
issues regarding the legal rights of the entry
man under the public land laws. These are 
rights established by Congress which the Sec
retary of the Interior may not arbitrarily or 
capriciously ignore and which must be deter
mined within the due process safeguards of 
the Administrative Procedure Act. 

Mr. President, in view of the signifi
cance and interest of Judge Thompson's 
opinion to citizens in all of the public 
land States, and as chairman of the 
Public Lands Subcommittee of the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the opinion be printed in the body of 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the opinion 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
IN THE U.S. DisTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT 

QF NEVADA--0HARLES H. STEWART, PLAINTIFF, 
V. GORDON PENNY, INDIVIDUALLY AND AS 
MANAGER OF THE RENO, NEV., LAND OFFICE, 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, U.S. DEPART
MENT OF INTERIOR, AND DANTE 8oLARI, INDI
VIDUALLY AND AS DISTRICT MANAGER, BUREAU 
OF LAND MANAGEMENT, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
INTERIOR, DEFENDANTS-CIVIL No. 1619 

OPINION AND DECISION 

The inadequacy of our public land laws 
to afford reasonably workable methods, un
der present conditions, for the acquisition 
of public lands by private citizens is a mat
ter of growing national concern. It is of 
particular concern to the State of Nevada 
inasmuch as approximately 85 percent of the 
area of this State (the seventh largest) is 
st111 in the public domain. Much of it has 
a valuable potential for private use. Yet 
the archaic Federal land laws, enacted in an 
era of an agrarian economy, are 111-suited to 
an orderly disposition of the lands into pri
vate ownership. 

The laws were enacted with the laudable 
motive of enabling the penniless pioneer to 
acquire a home for himself and family pri
marily through toll and with little capital 
expenditure. That purpose was long ago 
achieved and most of the lands of the West
ern States which had a valuable agricultural 
potential even if only marginally so, have 
been patented ·to individuals under the ben
eficent laws to the exclusion of the wealthy 
who, under a dltferent policy, might have 
acquired large blocks of public lands by pur
chase. The lnapplicablilty of this policy to 
modern conditions has, during the past quar
ter century, accomplished a virtual deep
freeze of public lands in Federal ownership. 
True, some small progress has been made 
under the Small Tract Act, laudable for its 
effort to dispose of public lands, but ques
tionable insofar as it has clung to the con
cept of "proving up" the entry by requiring 
construction of minimum improvements, a 
policy which has resulted in shanty-town
like development of many areas opened to 
small tract entry. 

The inertia of Congress in modernizing 
the public land laws has been a disservice 
not only to the public but also to the officials 
of the Bureau of Land Management who 
have been faced with the problem of apply
ing archaic laws to present-day problems of 
public land disposition. This ls such a case. 

On November 23, 1953, Charles E. 
Stewart, of Gardnerville, Nev., fl.led an 
application for homestead entry upon the 
EY:z WV:z, sec. 18, T. 19 N., R. 20 E. (160 acres) 
with the Reno Land Office of the Bureau of 
Land Management. A land status investi
gation determined that the SE~SW~ had 
theretofore been withdrawn as a highway 
material deposit site, and this portion, by 
amendment, was excepted from the applica
tion, reducing it to 120 acres. The remainder 
was included in a Taylor Grazing District, 
so the Land Office, acting pursuant to part 
296 of the Code of Federal Regulations, un
dertook to determine whether the land could 
properly be reclassified for homestead entry. 
On March 14, 1955, the Land Office made its 
decision, allowing the entry, and finding: 
"A field exa.m.inatlon has been made and it 
has been determined that the land is more 
valuable and suitable for homestead entry 
than for the protection [sic] of native grasses 
and forage plants and accordingly the land 
is opened to entry." A specific condition 
of the entry was "Submlssil.on to the Man
ager, Land Office, Reno, Nev., within 30 
days of receipt of this notice, evidence of fil
ing of a water permit application with the 
state engineer, Carson City, Nev., for the 
lands allowed. Failure to submit such evi
dence wlll subject this allowance to can
cellation." Stewart complied with the 
condition. 

Stewart thereupon took possession of the 
120 acres, built a house, dug a well, devel
oped ·the spring, built a small reservoir, 
cleared and cultivated land and made other 
improvements. On January 14, 1959, Stewart 
filed h1s "Homestead Entry Final Proof" 
alleging that he had cleared and cultivated. 
15 acres in 1956-57 and 5 acres more (20 acres 
total) in 1958, on which he had raised pota
toes, sweet potatoes, onions, and peanuts, and 
that he had constructed improvements at a 
cost of $3,970. Land examiners of the Bu
reau of Land Management examined the land 
and made an adverse recommendation which 
resulted in the initiation of a Government 
contest to the application for patents (43 
CFR, Part 222). The contest complaint 
alleged: 

"That the cited regulations require that 
'during the second year not less than one
sixteenth of the area entered must be actu
ally cultivated, and during the third year 
and until final proof, cultivation of not 
less than one-eighth must be had'; and that 
for homestead entries on lands which are 
desert in character, there must be an avail
able developed water supply sumclent to 
irrigate the acreage required to meet the 
cultivation requirement of the homestead 
laws. 

"That the designated contestee has not 
cultivated the required one-eighth of his 
entry, nor has he developed sufficient water 
to irrigate the required acreage of his home
stead entry, Nevada 016595." 

Stewart denied the charges and an admin
istrative hearing was held April 5, 1960, be
fore Hearing Examiner John R. Rampton, Jr. 

At the outset of the hearing, Stewart moved 
that all charges relative to the insufficiency 
of water be dismissed upon the ground that 
the general Homestead Act, under which the 
entry was made, as distinguished from 
the Desert Land Act, required no proof of 
water, an issue which had been determined: 
by the classification order of March 14, 1955. 
Decision on the motion was reserved and the 
hearing proceeded. 

The decision of the examiner was filed 
August 11, 1960, and the adverse proceedings 
were dismissed. The examiner held ( 1) 
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under 43 U.S.C. 164, and 43 CFR, part 166, 
governing homestead entries, no proof of 
water is required and this issue was fore
closed under the classification order of · 
March 14, 1955, although the order may have 
been improvidently entered; and .(2) the 
Government had the burden of proof and 
it had not proved its charge that less than 
one-ei.ghth of the entry (15 acres) had been 
cultivated by Stewart as required by the 
homestead laws and regulations. The Gov
ernment appealed the decision of the hearing 
examiner to the Director of the Bureau of 
Land Management. CFR 222.13, 222.47, et 
seq. 

On April 11, 1961, the Director reversed 
the decision of the examiner.1 

1 Director's decision, Apr. 11, 1961: 
"The evidence was conflicting as to 

whether the entryman had cultivated one
eighth of the land embraced in his entry as 
required by the Homestead Act, 43 U.S.C. 
164. It is clear that because of la.ck of 
water, rodents and general poor husbandry 
the entryman has been plagued by crop 
failures and has not been successful in 
raising crops to fruition. The evidence is 
clear that the water now available to the 
homestead is but sufficient to irrigate about 
one-half acre thereof. 

"The grav.amen of this appeal is that the 
requirement of the cited regulation, 43 CFR 
296.4, is a continuing one and since the en
tryman has insufficient water for the irriga
tion of 15 acres that his final proof is not 
satisfactory and that the entry must be 
canceled. 

"At the outset we must note that the al
lowance of this entry in 1955 without re
quiring the entryman to show a water right 
sUfticien.t to cultivate ait least one-eighth of 
the land in the entry, or 15 acres, was er
roneous. However, the fact remains that 
the entry was allowed under the general 
homestead laws. Thereafter, in order to 
establish his right to patent, the entryman 
1s required to show compUance only with 
the pertinent provisions thereof, 43 U.S.C. 
164 and the applicable regulations, 43 CFR, 
part 166. 

"Nowhere in the statute or regulations is 
an entryman required to show that he has 
successfully raised a commercial crop; he is 
required to show an 'actual breaking of the 
soil, followed by planting, sowing of seed, 
and tillage for a crop other than native 
grasses.' 43 CFR 166.23. However, improve
ment.a on the entry 'should be of such char
acter and amount as are sUfticient to show 
good faith.' 43 CFR 166.24. Evidence of 
good faith is a prerequisite to the earning of 
patent to a homestead. see United States 
v. Cooke, 59 I.D. 489, 504-505. 

"The charge as made, although not in any 
wording of the statutory provisions, is suffi
cient to put in issue the good faith of the 
entryman. 

"The testimony of the Government land 
examiners was to the effect that some acreage 
had been cleared. This was found by the 
hearing examiner to be in excess of 15 acres. 
The Government witnesses stated that they 
found only 17'2 to 2¥2 acres cultivated as 
compared to that which was cleared. The 
entryman's evidence was to the effect that he 
had cultivated more than the minimum 15 
acres but because of lack of water, rodents 
and gener.al poor husbandry his attempts at 
successfully raising a crop over the 15 acres 
were dismal failures. 

"SUrely, after once attempting to raise a 
crop the entryman was fully aware that fur
ther plantings, without the benefit of irriga
tion, would be abject failures. Even at the 
very moment of entry, he knew that any 
attempt at cultivation would be a failure un
_less he was able to and prepared to irrigate. 
Yet notwithstanding this knowledge he set 

Now it was Stewart's turn to appeal, and 
he did so to the Secretary of the Interior. 
CFR 221.73, et seq. On September 25, 1962,· 
the ·Assistant Solicitor, acting for the Secre
tary, affirmed the Director's decision upon 
different grounds.2 

about to create but an illusion of compli
ance with the positive mandates of the 
homestead law in regard to cultivation
knowing full well that such attempts at hus
bandry were foredoomed to disaster. And 
knowing that water was necessary for a suc
cessful operation it is indicated that no at
tempt was made to make water available to 
the homestead. This leads but to the con
clusion that the entry including the mainte
nance thereof, although in ostensible com
pliance with the mandates of the homestead 
laws, lacks the good faith Which is the pri
mary ingredient for compliance therewith. 
Clearly, the character and amount of culti
vation notwithstanding the amount of the 
cleared acreage wholly fails to satisfy the ·re
quirement of good faith on the part of the 
entryman. When viewed in this light, the 
evidence falls far short of demonstrating that 
the entryman complied with the cultivation 
requirements of the homestead law. 

"Accordingly, the hearing examiner's de
cision is reversed and the entry is can
celed." 

2 Secretary's decision, September 25, 1962: 
"The ultimate question to be decided on 

this appeal is whether the homestead entry 
was properly canceled. Whether the land is, 
in fact, desert in character and whether the 
Secretary may allow a homestead entry on 
desertland are not in issue at this time. If 
the entryman had fully complied with the 
requirements of the homestead law, the can
cellation was improper. If he had not com
plied, it was proper. He was charged with 
failing to cultivate one-eighth of the entry. 
The appeals officer did not decide whether 
the clearing, working of the soil and plant
ing, which the entryman claimed to have 
done, extended to the required 15 acres of 
the entry but pointed out that, if so, the 
entryman failed to meet the cultivation re
quirement of the homestead law because he 
did not have a supply of irrigation water suf
ficient to support an inference that his ef
forts were calculated to produce profitable 
results considering the physical environ
ment in which they were made and thus 
were not made in good faith. 

"I think it is clear that a homestead entry
man may not prove compliance with the 
cultivation requirement of the homestead 
law merely by showing that he broke the 
soil and planted something. If this were 
sufficient, homestead patents would be is
sued to entrymen who had gone through 
these motions on land suitable for the open
ing of a gravel pit and perhaps sought for 
that purpose. The different processes which 
comprise cultivation of the soil must include 
such acts and be done in such manner as 
to be reasonably calculated to produce prof
itable results. Charles Edmund Bemis, 48 
L.D. 605 ( 1922) . Therefore, if the land is 
arid or semiarid, cultivation which will meet 
the cultivation requirement of the home
stead law must, of necessity, include the ap
plication of such amounts of water as may 
reasonably be required to produce a crop. 

"In this case, the finding of the appeals 
officer that Stewart did not meet the culti
vation requirement of the homestead law 
because of his failure to develop an ade
quate water supply rests upon an implied 
finding that irrigation. is an indispensable 
element of the cultivation of the land in the 
entry. The fact that it seems to have been 
regarded as desertland when the entry was 
allowed is some evidence of the necessity of 
irrigation. The entryman's efforts to bring 
spring water to his garden and his applica-

The Secretary's decision ls based upon an 
extensive analysis of the testimony and ex
hibits concerning the area cultivated by 
Stewart from 1956to1959. 

Thereafter, Stewart filed this action for 
review of the administrative proceedings and 
final agency action (5 U.S.C. 1009). 

PARTIES 

This action seeks review of a final decision 
by the Secretary of the Interior and prays 
for a reversal of his decision dated Septem
ber 25, 1962, and of the Director's decision 
dated April 11, 1961. It also seeks to enjoin 
the named defendants from carrying out a 
threatened eviction of Stewart from the 
premises embraced within the homestead en
try upon the grounds that the decision of 
the Secretary is against the law and the evi
dence. The only named defendants are Gor
don Penny, described as manager of the 
Reno, Nev., land office, Bureau of Land Man
agement, U.S. Department of the Interior, 
and Dante Solari, described as district man
ager, Bureau of Land Management, U.S. De
partment of the Interior. 

In their answer, the defendants alleged 
that the Secretary of the Interior is an in
dispensable party defendant. This is theo
retically true, inasmuch as it is his final 
action which is being reviewed. The Court, 
nevertheless, clearly has jurisdiction to re
strain threatened illegal action by subordi
nate officials of the Bureau of Land Manage
ment, the propriety of which rests upon the 
Secretary's decision. Adams v. Witmer (9 
CCA 1958), 271 F. 2d 29. 

Under 28 U.S.C. 139l(e), the Secretary 
might have been named a defendant in this 
action. In their pretrial memorandums, nei
ther party referred to a defect of parties as 
an issue of law remaining in the case. De
fendants have been represented throughout 
this case by the special attorneys in the 
Lands Division of the Department of Justice 
in the same manner as if the Secretary of 
the Interior had been a named defendant. 
The briefs to this Court have not mentioned 
a defect of parties. We conclude that any 
defense of defect of parties has been waived 
and this Court has jurisdiction to review 
the administrative proceedings and final 
agency action. To hold otherwise would be 
to substitute form for substance. 

SCOPE OF REVIEW 

The Government has filed an excellent 
brief in which it argues, in part, that the 
decision of the Secretary finding noncom
pliance with the statutory requirements for 
valid homestead entry is conclusive and 

tion of it to the garden and, to some extent 
apparently, to sowings of rye outside the 
garden area constitutes some additional evi
dence. But the record suggests that some 
of the land may have needed only supple
mental water, in addition to subsurface per
colation from the spring or fault area to 
which Stewart's supply pipe extended, to 
permit successful cropping. Certainly it is 
doubtful that there was an adequate water 
supply for even a limited need for water, on 
one-eighth of the homestead entry. But I do 
not find that any of the crops planted died for 
lack Of water. Hence, I am unable to find, on 
the basis of the evidence adduced at the hear
ing, that there was a total want of the type 
of cultivation reasonably calculated to pro
duce profitable results. If this were the 
only pertinent factor in the case, it would 
be necessary to remand the case for the tak
ing of further evidence. However, I believe 
that this is unnecessary since, after a care
ful examination of the evidence, I am obliged 
to conclude that the entryman did not apply 
the processes of cultivation which he em
ployed to the required one-eighth of the acre
age of the entry so that he failed to meet the 
cultivation requirements of the homestead 
law for this reason." 
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binding upon the courts,8 citing Boesche v. 
Udall, 1963, 373 U.S·. 472; Best v. Humboldt 
Mining Co., 1963, 371 U.S. 334; Cameron v. 
United States, 252 U.S. 450. We recognize 
the peculiar and specialized knowledge of 
the officials of the Department of the Inte
rior respecting the interpretation of the 
multifarious laws and regulations relating 
to public lands, and that Congress has en
trusted the guardianship of the public do
main to the Department of the Interior. We 
have relied upon that knowledge and ex
pertise in reaching our conclusions. We 
cannot, however, accept without limitation 
·a contention that a high administrative 
official in Washington, D.C., is better qualified 
than others to analyze and draw conclusive 
fact inferences from a cold record pro
duced at an evidentiary hearing 3,000 
miles away and relating to physical condi
tions with which he has questiona:ble 
familiarity, conditions normally deemed to 
be within the realm of judicial notice. We 
deem the correct rule of judicial review to 
be that enounced in Foster v. Seaton, 1959 
App. D.C., 271 F. 2d 836 : "Thus the case 
really comes down to a question whether 
the Secretary's finding was supported by sub
stantial evidence on the record as a whole." 
This is the only rule of judicial review which 
will breathe vitality into the mandate of 
Congress (Administrative Procedure Act, 5 
U.S.C. 1009(e)) that the reviewing court 
shall "hold unlawful and set aside agency 
action, findings and conclusions found to be 
( 1) arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discre
tion, or otherwise not in accordance with 
law; ( 4) without observance of procedure 
required by law; ( 5) unsupported by sub
stantial evidence in any case subject to the 
requirements of sections 1006 and 1007 of 
this title or otherwise reviewed on the record 
of an agency hearing provided by statute." 

The omnipotence of the Department of the 
Interior as guardian of the public domain is 
exhi'bited when the Department acts affirm
atively and grants patents under the public 
land laws. The converse is not true. An 
entry or application for patent which is 
contested or rejected by the Secretary pre
sents issues regarding the legal rights of the 
entryman under the public land laws. These 
are rights established by Congress which the 

3 Quotation from Government's brief: 
"In providing for disposition of the public 

domain under the generous provisions of the 
Homestead Act, the Congress made a number 
of specific requirements. One of these, the 
sole point involved here, is the requirement 
that a homestead entryman 'cultivate not 
less than one-sixteenth of the area of his en
try, beginning with the second year of the 
entry, and not less than one-eighth, begin
ning with the third year of the entry and 
until final proof.' 43 U.S.C. 164. Thus, the 
final proof that an entryman files, as the 
basis for an applicati-on for patent, must 
establish that the requisite cultivation has 
been effected. Whether this is true or not, 
i.e., whether the proper areas were cultivated, 
is a pure question of fact. If the Secretary 
accepts the proof, a patent will issue. How
ever, the Secretary is the guardian of the 
public domain and the administrative officer 
who must, by law, determine whether the 
congressional directives have been complied 
with. If, as in this case, he concludes in the 
first instance that the issue is questionable, 
he will proceed under the contest provlsloD.1!1 
Of 43 CFR 1852.2-1 (formerly 43 CPR 
221.67) . The sole point of such a proceeding 
is to give the entryman an opportunity to 
establish that he has complied with the re
quirements of the law. If he has not, the 
Secretary ls not authorized to issue a patent. 
More importantly, however, the finding of 
fact on this point ls one wl:thin the exclusive 
authority of the Secretary. This is not open 
to question." 

Secretary of the Interior may not arbitrarily 
or capriciously ignore and which must be 
determined within the due process safe
guards of the Administrative Procedure Act. · 

Subordinately, the Government argues 
that the hearing held on Stewart's applica
tion was not a hearing required by statute 
within the meaning of the Administrative 
Procedure Act and that the act, therefore, 
does not apply. This we cannot accept. 
The Administrative Procedure Act applies to 
"each authority of the Government of the 
United States," not expressly · excepted (5 
U.S.C. 1001). Adams v. Witmer (9 CCA 1958), 
271 F. 2d 29, is direct authority for its ap
plicability to the Secretary of the Interior. 

QUESTION OF ADEQUATE WATER 

Stewart's final proof was contested upon 
the ground that "he had not developed suf
ficient water to irrigate the required acre
age." No such requirement is found in the 
Homestead Act (43 U.S.C. 162-4), or regula
·tions (43 CFR pt. 166). Stewart's initial 
application was properly treated as a petition 
for reclassification of the lands described and 
the Land Office acted within the regulations 
in classifying the lands, which were desert in 
character, for entry under the general home
stead .laws (43 GFR pt. 296) .• 

In a well-reasoned discussion, the hearing 
examiner concluded that "once an applicant 
for a homestead entry has made a showing of 
a water right sufficient to justify a classifica
tion that the land is suitable for such entry 
and his entry is allowed, then the require
ments of the homestead laws as set forth in 
43 C.F.R. 166 govern and the Bureau of Land 
Management is precluded from again ques
tioning the sufficiency of water." This con
clusion was affirmed in the decision of the 
Director of the Bureau of Land Management 
who said: 

"At the outset we must note that the al
lowance of this entry in 1955 without re
quiring the entryman to show a water right 
sufficient to cultivate at least one-eighth of 
the land in the entry, or 15 acres, was errone
ous. However, the fact remains that the 
entry was allowed under the general home
stead laws. Thereafter, in order to establish 
his right to patent, the entryman is required 
to show compliance only with the pertinent 
provisions thereof, 43 USC 164 and the 
applicable regulations, 43 CFR, part 166." 

The Secretary impliedly agreed, holding: 
"Whether the land is, in fact, desert in 

character and whether the Secretary may 
allow a homestead entry on desertland are 
not in issue at this time. If the entryman 
had fully complied with the requirements of 
the homestead law, the cancellation was im
proper. If he had not complied, the cancel
lation was proper." 

We not only accept the administrative ex
pertise in the interpretation and applica
tion of the Secretary's own regulations, but 
we believe the record cries for affirmance of 
these conclusions. Any other holding would 

""§ 296.4. Classifications of irrigable land 
for homestead entry. Public lands which are 
desert in character within the meaning of 
sections 2 and 3 of the desertland law (act 
of March 3, 1877, 19 Stat. 377, 43 U.S.C. 322) 
and are subject to classification under sec
tion 7 of the Taylor Grazing Act may, on the 
filing of an application under the general 
homestead laws, be classified for entry un
der these laws, provided the applicant makes 
a satisfactory showing that the land is sus
ceptible of successful cultivation by irriga
tion and that the cultivation requirements 
of the homestead laws will be met. The ap
plicant in such a case will be required to 
furnish satisfactory evidence of a water right 
and plans of irrigation. The available water 
supply, and the plan of irrigation, however, 
need be sufficient only to enable the applicant 
to meet the cultivation requirements of the 
homestead laws." 

,be a fraud on the entryman, to whom it had 
been represented by knowledgeable local of
ficials of the Bureau of Land Management 
after investigation and classification that the 
120 acres were suitable for entry under the 
homestead laws. Such a finding represented 
final agency action unless appealed. 43 
GFR 296.9. This interpretation of the in
tent of the regulations applicable to this 
entry is confirmed by the more explicit regu
lations since promulgated ( 43 CFR pts. 
2410, 2411, secs. 2411.2, 2411.4, Apr. 1, 1964, 
supplement). The administrative file in evi
dence shows that on April 9, 1955, Stewart 
wrote a letter to the Reno office of the Bu
reau stating that he had filed for a water 
right as required by the classification order 
of March 14, 1955, and requesting: 

"Will you please send me complete liter
ature on the rules and regulation govern
ing the proving up of homesteads." The 
pencil note on the letter is, "file ltr in case-
send: Hd Circ." From this we infer the 
request was answered by sending the home
stead circular, that is a reprint of parts 166-
169 of the regulations then in effect; i.e., the 
regulations governing homestead entries. As 
noted, these regulations contain no specific 
requirement with respect to water. We have 
considered Boesche v. Udall, 1962, 373 U.S. 
472, in which the Supreme Court sustains 
the right of the Secretary to reconsider and 
cancel an entry lllegally allowed in the first 
instance. We believe it inapplicable to these 
facts. There the issue arose because of con
flicting applications for the same land, and 
the administrative remedies were timely in
voked by the rejected applicants. Thus the 
issue of the legality of the contested oil lease 
was presented on direct review in a private 
contest. In our .case, no Taylor Grazing 
permittee or other person having a right to 
use or enter upon the lands embraced in the 
homestead application contested the classifi
cation order of March 14, 1955, or appealed 
therefrom, and the order and finding that 
the land was suitable for entry under the 
general homestead laws attained the status 
of final agency action. The Secretary cor
rectly concluded as a matter of law that the 
adequacy of water ls not an issue in this 
case. 

GOOD FAITH 

The Director of the Bureau placed his de
cision of April 11, 1961, upon the ground that 
the applicant had not shown good faith 
(footnote 1). This was not an issue pre
sented by the contest complaint. The Sec
retary discarded the issue of good faith, 
saying: 

"Hence, I am unable to find, on the basis 
of the evidence adduced at the hearing, that 
there was a total want of the type of culti
vation reasonably calculated to produce 
profitable results. If this were the only 
pertinent factor in the case, it would be nec
essary to remand the case for the taking of 
further evidence. However, I believe that this 
is unnecessary since, after a careful examina
tion of the evidence, I am obllged to conclude 
that the entryman did not apply the proc
esses of cultivation which he employed to 
the required Ya of the acreage of the entry 
so that he failed to meet the cultivation re
quirement of the homestead law for this 
reason." 

The good faith requirement stems from 43 
U.S.C. 162 requiring the applicant to make 
oath "that such appllcatlon ls honestly and 
in good faith made for the purpose of actual 
settlement and cultivation, and not for the 
benefit of any other person, persons or cor
poration, and that he or she wlll faithfully 
and honestly endeavor to comply with all 
the requirements of law as to settlement, 
residence and cultivation necessary to acquire 
title to the land applied for:" These basic 
requirements, with some elaboration, are re
stated in the regulations (43 C.F.R. 166.18). 
An appropriate statement of the meaning of 
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good faith in this context is found in Carr 
v. Fife (CC Wash. 1891), 44 ·F. 713: 

"* * * whether he (the applicant) had 
actually, within the time limited by law, es
tablished his residence upon the land, with 
the intention of acquiring it for a home; 
whether he had continued to actually reside 
upon the land; whether he was really engaged 
in improving the land, or in good faith in
tending to do so; or whether he was only 
making a colorable pretense of residing upon 
and improving the land for the purpose of 
stripping it of its valuable timber, and .ac
quirili g it for speculative purposes, without 
complying with the terms of the homestead 
law." 

The words "colorable pretense" and "spec
ulative purposes" are operative and char
acterize the meaning of good faith in fulfill
ing the specific requirements of residence and 
cultivation under the homestead law. They 
refer to the intent and motive of the appli
cant. 

In the light of what Stewart did on the 
land, it is inconceivable to this Court that 
there could be found the slightest semblance 
of an issue of good faith. He moved onto the 
entry with his wife and son, constructed a 
homesteader's house of three rooms, and lived 
there continuously to filling of final proof. 
He cleared over 15 acres, cultivated the land, 
developed a spring, constructed a small reser
voir, conducted the water from the reservoir 
to the cleared land by installing approxi
mately 2,200 feet of metal pipeline, and pur
chased and used three pressure pumps and 
some 1,800 feet of plastic hose pipe to irri
gate the land by use of sprinklers. He dug 
a well near his residence, constructed other 
outbuildings, brought electric power to the 
property, and had a new home under con
struction at the time of final proof. He was 
78 years old when final proof was filed, about 
4 years after homestead entry was approved. 
There is not the least intimation that the 
land is valuable for anything other than 
grazing and agriculture, so there is no basis 
for speculating about "speculative purposes.' ' 

In United States v. Cooke, 59 I.D. 489, cited 
by the Director, the Secretary, in an exhaus-. 
tive opinion dealing primarily with the good 
faith of a questionable residence, reversed 
the Commissioner and sustained the home
stead entry on the premise that all that the 
entryman did "indicated purpose, determina
tion, industry and good faith.'' This is true of 
Stewart. In Helen E. Dement, 8 L.D. 639, the 
Secretary again sustained a homestead en
trywoman, stating: "It is right and proper to 
take into consideration the degree and con
dition in life of the entryman in dete·r;. 
mining whether the improvements show 
good faith.'' Citing the Dement case, the 
Department, in Kendrick v. Doyle, 12 L.D. 67, 
held: 

"In the former contest •it does not appear 
that there was any question about the house 
being on the land. This entryman is 66 years 
old and in infirm health and poor. He has 
made his living by raising goats and chick
ens on the land; he keeps from 25 to 50 
goats on the tract. His improvements cost 
him about $100. 

"In the case of Mary A. Taylor (7 L.D. 200), 
the proof showed no breaking of the land, 
but some cutting of grass for hay, and that 
the l~nd was principally used for pasturage 
and that the entryman did not take the land 
for the purpose of tillage. It was said: 

"'It [the proof] further shows that said 
tract is illy adapted for tillage and the raising 
of grain or other agricultural crops requiring 
the breaking and cultivation of the soil. But 
raising stock and grass is an agricultural 
pursuit, etc.' 

"The entry was passed to patent. 
"In Helen E. Dement (8 L.D. 639>, it was 

said: 
"'It is right and proper to take into con

sideration the degree and condition in life 

of the entryman in determining whether the 
improvements show good faith.' 

"If it should be admitted that all the con
testant claims is true, it would show tlie 
entryman, acting in good faith , built his 
house a little outside of the lines of his land, 
by a mistake that anyone might have made; 
that he has maintained continuous resi
dence and done the best he could, under the 
oppression and trespassing of the contestant 
and those acting in harmony with him, to 
make a living on the land and maintain his 
home there, and taking the case as it stands, 
I cannot concur in your findings and judg
ment. 

"Your decision is therefore reversed, and 
the contest dismissed." 

That the homestead laws should be lib
erally applied in favor of the entryman is 
established by law and is not a matter of 
the whim or predisposition of the particular 
Secretary of the Interior who graces the of
fice. The Supreme Court of the United 
States has established the principle. Ard v. 
Brandon, 1895, 156 U.S. 524: 

"The law deals tenderly with one who, in 
good faith, goes upon the public lands, with 
a view of making a home thereon. If he 
does all that the statute prescribes as the 
condition of acquiring rights, the law pro
tects him in those rights, and does not make 
their continued existence depend alone upon 
the question whether or no he takes an ap
peal from an adverse decision of the officers 
charged with the duty of acting upon his 
application." 

In Clements v. Warner, 1861, 24 How. 394, 
the Court said : · 

"The policy of the Federal Government in 
favor of settlers upon public lands has been 
liberal. It recognizes their superior equity, 
to become the purchasers of a limited extent 
of land comprehending their improvements, 
over that of any other person." 

We cannot find in this record a scintilla of 
evidence pointing to lack of good faith . 

ACREAGE CULTIVATED 

On the issue of the acreage cultivated, the 
hearing examiner stated that he could not 
find that 20 acres were cultivated, as alleged 
by contestee Stewart, but that "neither can 

· I find that less than one-eighth of the entry 
(15 acres) was cultivated as alleged by con
testant.'' The examiner then volunteered 
the opinion that the burden of proof was 
on the Government. We do not agree. The 
Administrative Procedure Act imposes the 
burden of proof on "the proponent of a rule 
or order" (5 U.S.C. 1006(c)). In our case, 
Stewart's Homestead Entry Final Proof, filed 
January 14, 1959, was an application for 
patent. Procedurally, the contest complaint 
filed by the Department was, in effect, an 
answer to the final proof affirmatively spec
ifying the alleged deficiencies. Procedure 
by way of a contest complaint is justified 
because the final proof is not in the form of 
a pleading and does not lend itself readily 
to a definition of issues by answer thereto. 
The procedural regulations then in effect ( 43 
CFR 221.73, 1961 Regulations) provided 
that on a hearing of a Government contest, 
the contestant would first present his case. 
It does not follow therefrom that the burden 
of proof is on the Government. The correct 
rule is stated in Foster v. Seaton, 1959, 271 
F. 2d 836, involving a mining claimant. The 
reasoning there expressed is equally appli
cable to a homestead entryman. The true 
proponent of the rule or order is the appli
cant for patent or other right to public lands 
claiming compliance with the public land 
laws. The Government "bears only the 
burden of going forward with sufficient evi
dence to establish a prima facie case, and 
the burden then shifts to the claimant to 
show by a preponderance of the evidence 
that his claim ls valid.'' 

The Director, in his decision, interpreted 
the examiner's finding with respect to acre-

age cultivated as a finding that in excess of 
15 acres had been "cleared.'' This Court con
siders it a finding, negatively expressed, that 
15 acres had been cultivated. 

The Secretary deliberately restricted his 
reasons for affirming the cancellation of the 
entry to the finding: "The entryman did not 
apply the processes of cultivation which he 
employed to the required one-eighth of the 
acreage of the entry." This is the finding 
of the final agency authority which is sub
ject to judicial review. If arbitrary and un
supported by substantial evidence and not 
in accordance with law. the decision based 
on the finding should be reversed. 

The . finding is based upon a very thor
ough and careful analysis of the testimony 
and surely is not arbitrary in the sense of 
being capriciously made without due consid
eration of the evidence. The finding, never
theless, in our opinion, is unsupported by 
the evidence and was made without regard 
for the governing principal that the home
stead laws should be liberally interpreted in 
favor of the entryman. 

Most of the State of Nevada is rough, 
hard, dry country. Water is in short sup
ply. The reclamation of this land for agri
cUltural use is not easy, and the area here 
in question is of the kind described. The 
"processes of cultivation" which this entry
man employed were suitable to the home
stead. He intensively cUltivated from one to 
two acres near his house, growing corn, po
tatoes, strawberries, sweet potatoes, peanuts, 
and onions. He brought water to the area 
by pipeline and plastic hose for the irriga
tion of the produce. He cleared an addi
tional 13 to 14 acres adjoining the garden 
plot and from 1 to 3 acres near the north 
boundary of the homestead. These areas he 
plowed, seeded to rye, harrowed, and irri
gated, by hose and sprinkler, to the extent 
of his capacity and the resources available. 
On a portion of the land, he left windrows of 
sagebrush to stay erosion by prevailing 
winds, which were subsequently removed by 
bulldozer in 1958 and 1959. 

The adequacy of the acreage involved in 
this activity is not open to substantial doubt. 
It was surveyed by a licensed civil engineer, 
a witness for Stewart, who surveyed 15.2 
acres of cleared land in the larger parcel 
and 3.1 acres in the smaller. A registered 
surveyor for the Bureau of Land Manage
ment surveyed .and located the boundaries 
of the 120-acre homestead entry and prepared 
a map (exhibit R) on which he accurately 
located the reservoir, rood, pipeline, well, 
houses, and other improvements on the prop
erty, and the elevations and contour lines. 
The Government surveyor did not testify. 
The map he prepared did not show the 
boundaries of the cleared area. These 
boundaries were superimposed thereon in 
pencil by a Government land examiner who 
had used the "pacing" method of estimating 
boundaries and distances and estimated 12.5 
acres in the la.rger cleared area and 1 acre 
in the smaller. The actual survey by a reg
istered civil engineer must be given credence 
over an estimate of acreage based on pacing 
distances and boundaries. 

Stewart testified by reference to an aerial 
photograph of the farm. It is true, as sug
gested by the Secretary, that there is some 
distortion of distances because of the per
spective. Nevertheless, the cleared areas are 
obvious· on the photograph, and are, by com
parison, the same cleared acres surveyed by 
Stewart's surveyor. Stewart, by reference to 
the photograph, showed that he had cul
tivated and planted rye on over half the 
cleared area in 1956 and planted rye on the 
whole cleared area in 1957 and 1958. Mrs. 
Stewart testified that all the cleared area 
was in rye for the last 3 years. This testi
mony clearly supports a finding that the 
entryman did apply the processes of cultiva
tion which he employed to the required one
eighth (15 acres) of the acreage of the entry. 
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The Secretary relied heavily upon the fail

ure of other witnesses to testify positively 
to cultivation of the entire cleared acreage. 
In our view, their testimony strongly corrob
orates that of Mr. and Mrs. Stewart with 
respect to the employment of processes of 
cultivation on the homestead entry. It 
should not be expected that they could 
testify to a specific number of acres, or that 
they saw a crop growing on the entire area. 
Their testimony is not inconsistent with 
Stewart's claim of having plowed, seeded 
and harrowed the whole field. On the con
trary, the testimony corroborates his claim 
to the extent that the witnesses did see, ob
serve, and remember. The presence of brush 
windrows ' on a portion of the land, later 
removed, does not detract from the cultivated 
area. Such windrows may be considered 
an aid to cultivation and were one of the 
processes of cultivation employed by the 
entryman. The careful analysis of the testi
mony made by the Secretary demonstrates 
that there is no substantial evidence to sup
port a finding that the entryman did not 
apply the processes of cultivation which he 
employed to one-eighth of the entry. 

The fact that Stewart's rye crop failed be
cause of freezing, depredations by mice, rab
bits, and other rodents, and invasions of 
ranging livestock (the entry was unfenced) 
are irrelevant to this inquiry, except insofar 
as they account for the ina.b111ty of some of 
the witnesses to see evidence of a rye crop 
at different periods of observation. 

Conclusion 
We have related the administrative history 

of this case at some length. The varying 
approaches to decision adopted in the admin
istrative heirarchy seem to us to stem from 
a basic feeling that the area was not prop
erly classified for homestead entry. This 
may or may not be so. Perhaps it would 
have been more prudent to classify less than 
the entire 120 acres covered by the amended 
application as suitable for homestead entry. 
Once the entry was allowed, however, all the 
entryman had to do was comply with the 
statut.o:ry requirements to be entitled to pat
ent. The photographs, maps, and testimony 
prove that he did so, taking into considera
tion "the degree and condition in life" of the 
entryman and the obstacles of nature and 
environment with which he contended. 

The foregoing opinion dispenses with the 
need for separate findings and conclusions 
(F.R.C.P. 52). Plaintiff will prepare and sub
mit an appropriaite form of decree within 10 
days. 

Dated: February 26, 1965. 
BRUCE R. THOMPSON, 

U.S. District Judge. 

PHYSICAL FITNESS-ROPE 
EXERCISE 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the 
medical profession has long realized that 
man be treated as a whole animal; that 
it does little good to apply specific rem
edies for his diseases and malfunctions if 
the entire body is not in a general state 
of good health. And those who study the 
means of establishing and maintaining 
good health have become convinced that 
for the normal human being, exercise is 
essential. It has become painfully evi
dent that in our motor-driven, electri
cally controlled society a great many 
citizens do not get enough exercise to 
maintain good health. 

Indeed, Mr. President, the situation 
became so alarming that the late Presi
dent Kennedy established the Presi
dent's Council on Physical Fitness, to 
survey the situation and to recommend 
the steps necessary to reestablish exer-

cise as a part of the American way of life. 
The preliminary investigations by the 
Council brought to light some rather 
saddening statistics, for it was discovered 
that not only are a great many adults 
overweight and underexercised, but a 
great many of our children cannot pass 
simple tests of physical fitness. So now 
we find ourselves in the sad situation, not 
of losing the physical conditioning of our 
youth, but of never having attained that 
condition in the first place. The effect 
this state of affairs has had upon our 
youth is a source of great concern to 
those in our Armed Forces and to those 
who are trying to promote the general 
physical health of the Nation. It has 
become obvious, beyond doubt, that the 
American public must be lured away 
from the television set long enough to 
keep itself in good physical shape. 

The real problem is finding a means, 
acceptable to the majority of the public, 
for obtaining the necessary exercise for 
physical fitness. For a small percentage 
of the population-those engaged in ac
tive sports or physically strenuous occu
pations, nothing is needed. But most of 
us are hard pressed to find the time for a 
physical fitness program, or are not at
tracted to the traditional mass exercises, 
which our British cousins quite aptly call 
"physical jerks." Not many of us can 
find the willpower, much less the time, to 
don a sweat suit and to do a few laps 
around the block and 30 minutes of 
vigorous exercise. There is no doubt that 
this can be done. There is even a small 
minority of the Members of this body 
who pursue a vigorous physical-fitness 
program; but my point is that they are a 
small minority. What is needed is some
thing that almost everyone, regardless of 
age, sex, shape, or inclination, can and 
will use. 

So, Mr. President, I was delighted to 
be informed, recently, that in my home
town of Laramie, Wyo., a progressive 
and aggressive firm is now engaged in 
the distribution of a physical exercise 
system that I believe can be of great 
benefit in developing physical fitness. 
This system is suitable for all ages and 
both sexes. It requires no elaborate 
equipment or special clothing. It is 
portable, and is simple to use. In fact, 
the only piece of equipment involved is 
an 8-foot nonstretchable rope with flex
ible plastic handles. This system is 
called isometric rope exercise. It is 
based upon the fact that contractions of 
a muscle can produce an improved con
dition in that muscle, without the vio
lent and vigorous movement usually as
sociated with exercise. I may add that 
these isometric rope exercises not only 
greatly improve strength and muscle 
tone, but also very often bring about a 
sizable weight loss. 

These exercises are not mentioned 
here in the hope that the Congress of 
the United States will undergo a radical 
transformation by eliminating all the 
97-pound weaklings in our midst, for 
ardous physical chores are not associated 
with our jobs; but I am suggesting that 
in view of the pace we are now setting 
in space-age America, the job of keeping 
up with our responsibilities does not al
low us the luxury of soft bodies that 

break down under the stress and strain 
to which we are subject. 

Mr. President, through the generosity 
of the distributor, Ide·as," Inc., of 
Laramie, Wyo., the Wyoming congres
sional delegation is pleased to distribute 
to each Member of Congress an isometric 
rope exercise kit. This kit consists of 
the rope exerciser, a manual explaining 
how it is to be used, and a wall chart to 
demonstrate some of the basic exercises. 

Both my colleague, the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON] and I have 
been much impressed with the potential 
for good health that exists in this simple 
system, which can benefit every member 
of the American family. I hope that it 
will be used by the Members of this body 
in good health. 

Mr. President, this system was devel
oped by a well known authority in physi
cal education, Don W. "Tutry" Mullison, 
assistant professor of physical education 
at Colorado State University. Profes
sor Mullison has written an article in 
which he describes how he developed this 
system and gives the scientific details on 
how it works. ·I ask unanimous consent 
that the article be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
PHYSIOLOGICAL REASONS FOR ISOMETRIC ROPE 

CONTRACTION 

INTEREST 

I became interested in isometric contrac
tion after being introduced to it primarily 
through reading information sent out by Bob 
Hoffman of Health and Strength magazine 
concerning football isometric training and 
accomplishments of certain weight lifters and 
track and field performers in increasing their 
performances in individual events. I have 
always attributed some of my own personal 
strength to a concentrated effort in a form 
of static contraction while attending high 
school; consequently, I became interested. 
in learning more about this form of train
ing called isometric contraction. 

W,hlle supervising a gym class at Colorado 
State University this spring, I picked up a 
piece of twine about 6 feet long tied to
gether and with it I began trying a few iso
metric contractions. I began to wonder why 
this form of exercise could not be beneficial 
to almost everyone. This piece of twine led 
to a rope and eventually the rope I am now 
calling the isometric rope and a group of con
tractions called the isometric rope exercises. 
This is a group of exercises performed with 
a rope designed to contract basically all of 
the muscles used in moving the levers of the 
body. Much time and effort went into these 
exercises as I became convinced this system 
had a tremendous potential for physical fit
ness. I personally, in working isometric con
tractions with this piece of rope, had tight
ened flabby muscles, gained amazing 
strength. and lost some aches and pains I 
had been living with for some time. I also 
noticed some weight loss as I experimented 
with these exercises. As this happened I 
began to ask myself questions concerning 
why these contractions affect a person as they 
do. 

In reading, I found that Perry Radar, the 
editor of Iron Man magazine, reported that 
weight lifters using isometric contraction re
marked that their old aches and pains 
seemed to be leaving them and that they felt 
like a million dollars, with a new spring in 
their step and a zest for living. One thing 
that everyone seems to notice is how alert. 
alive, and good they feel after a workout. 
Bob Hoffman o! Health and Strength maga-
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zine, advocates an isometric power rack for 
offices and feels that 1 minute a day on 
isometric power rack contractions can build 
strength, slenderize individuals, improve 
posture, aline and strengthen the back, and 
make everyone look like an athlete. The only 
trouble is that isometric racks require space, 
are bulky, cost money, and are pretty sta
tionary. The isometric rope is probably an 
answer to this problem as it is cheap, port
able, and can be used anywhere. 

THE MEANING OF ISOMETRIC CONTRACTION 

What does isometric contraction mean? 
the prefix "iso" means the same; "metric" 
refers to length. The word in total means 
no change or equal. In an isometric con
traction a muscle acts upon a lever to move 
an overload. "Nothing moves, yet a great 
amount of energy is expended. In this type 
of contraction there is no change in the 
length of the muscle but there is a sharp 
augmentation of tension." 1 

PHYSIOLOGY OF ISOMETRIC CONTRACTION 

In an isometric contraction the maximal 
contraction of the muscle is achieved when 
the strength of the stimulus is enough to 
stimulate the least irritable muscular units, 
thereby involving the entire muscle in the 
response. "Muscle fibers respond in an all
or-nothing response. In other words, a sin
gle muscle fiber responds maximally or it 
does not respond at all. Different fibers 
possess different thresholds, thus, if a weak 
.stimulus is applied to a muscle, only those 
with very low thresholds will be activated. 
.Obviously, the more fibers .that are active, 
the greater wm be the force of contraction 
of the whole muscle." 2 It appears that iso
metric con traction aids in lowering the 
threshold of muscle fibers and through con
tinued stimulus effort the individual brings 
a maximum amount of muscle fibers into 
use. Actually to lift a piece of chalk will 
require the maximum contraction of a few 
units of muscle, to lift a 100-pound weight 
will require the maximum contraction of 
many units of muscle, to exert an isometric 
t:iontraction ag.ainst an immovable overload 
all of the muscle fibers that the individ
ual can stimulate come into maximum con
traction. "Isometric contractions are. rarely 
undertaken voluntarily since no mechanical 
work is achieved. Although the muscle 
does no work it liberates energy in the form 
of heat. This heat causes a rise in body 
temperature which increases capillary vol
ume and pressure." 8 This liberation of 
heat also seems to have an effect on reduc
ing excess body weight. Observation of 
persons performing isometric exercise indi
cates that the whole body is involved in . the 
effort. "Palpation and electromyographic 
exploration of the activity of readily acces
sible muscles during the effort confirm the 
visual observations that there is a general 
increase in tone of most of the skeletal mus
cles of the entire body. Fatigue of this ef
fort appears early, a:r;id a definite period of 
rest ls requlxed before an equal contrac
tion can be performed a;gain." ' 

"Oxygen debt ls about 40 percent greater in 
isometric exercise and the oxygen income 
ts around 20 percent less during isometric 
exercise; and the debt-income ratio is much 
larger for isometric exercise; especially for 
the greater loads." G Respiratioll. rate in-

1 L. L. Langley and E. Cheraskln, "The 
Physiology of Man," McGraw-H111 Book Co., 
Inc., 1958, pp. 43-44. 

2 Ibid., p. 45. 
a S. R. Reidman, "Physiology of Wotk and 

Play," Henry Holt and Co., Inc., 1950, pp. 104-
105. 

'L. E. Morehouse, "Physiological Basts of 
Strength Development," Exercise and Fitness, 
Library of Congress. 

a L. L. Langley and E. Cheraskln, op. cit., 
p. 413. 

creases after exercise to recover the oxygen 
debt. "The high carbon dioxide acts di
rectly upon the lnspiratory center, spurring 
it to greater activity and thus augmentin2 
ventUation." e 

In trying to answer some of my own ques
tions concerning this system of exercise, 
blood circulation came into the study. "The 
number of capillaries in a muscle .actually 
can increase by 50 percent as the result of ex
ercise. It was found that in guinea pigs tha.t 
there was actually a multiplication of the 
number of cap1llaries to roughly 50 percent 
of what was present before." 7 Also these 
would disappear within 90 days if the ex
ercise was discontinued. "In contraction 
the contracting muscles increase the blood 
flow by a pumping action. The compression 
empties the veins which soon fill as the pres
sure on them is released. Because of the 
one-way action of valves, the blood cannot 
flow in a direction away from the heart; it 
flows only toward the heart." s This con
traction also keeps the arterial blood from 
coming into the muscle, consequently there 
is no immediate circulatory strain placed on 
the heart. "However, when the muscles be
come active their blood supply is increased, 
often 4 or 5 times that of the resting supply. 
Muscular activity itself stimulates different 
nerves, which stimulate the vasodilator cen
ter, thereby increasing the local blooq sup
ply." 9 It also increases adrenaline into the 
blood stream which stimulates heart action 
!'1-nd increases vasoconstriction in the skin." 10 
I noticed that the heart rate increases very 
little immediately after r_apid isometric con
tractions of a violent effort. In explaining 
this, the constriction of the muscles cutting 
down the arterial supply plus the emptying 
of the veins causes little strain on the heart. 
"Heart rate and blood pressure increase but 
to a much lesser extent than in isotonic 
work of sim11ar degrees· of exertion." u 
Through the exertion of contraction carbon 
dioxide is formed. "Carbon dioxide increases 
and acts directly upon the heart. It tends to 
slow the heart but at the same time increases 
the extensib111ty of the cardiac muscle. · It 
helps to make the heart more efficient by in
creasing its vigor and therefore its stroke 
volume, at the same time as it acts as a brake 
on the heart. Thus the cardiac output re
mains high with possibly a slightly lower 
beat. At the same time, all the arterioles in 
the contracting muscle are wide open because 
of the local action of the carbon dioxide." u 
Isometric exercise appears to benetl.t the 
heart. "Extensive statistical surveys seem 
to provide strong support for the assumption 
of an earlier and greater cardiovascular mor

.bidity and mortality among nonexercising 
individuals, as compared with those in phys
ically strenuous occupations or sports activ
ities continued into their later ages." ia 

Isometric exercise provides a type of ex
ertion which does not cause a rapid increase 

o H. H. Clarke, "Development of Volition 
Muscle Strength as Related to Fitness," Ex
ercise and Fitness, Athletic Institute, Library 
of Congress, p. 207. 

1 A. H. Steinhaus, "Lessons from Physiology 
for Coaches and Athletes," 55th Annual Con
vention for American Association for Health, 
Physical Education, and Recreation, Wash
ington, D.C., p. 116. 

s s. R. Riedman, op. cit., p. 237. 
o S. R. Riedman, "Physiology of Work and 

Play," Henry Holt and Co., Inc., 1950, p. 244. 
10 Ibid., p. 248. 
11 L. -E. Morehouse, "Physiological Basis of 

Strength Development," Exercise and Fit
ness, Library of Congress, 1950, p. 193. 

u L. L. Langley and E. Cheraskln, "The 
Physiology of Man," McGraw-Hill Book Co., 
Inc., 1958, p. 353. 

13 W. Raab, "Degenerative Heart Disease 
from Lack of Exercise," Exercise and FLtness, 
Library of Congress, Washington, D.C., 1960, 
p, 10. 

in ·heart rate during contractions but speeds 
up the heart action after the individual is 
more in a state of inactivllty. In fact, tests 
indicate that three-quarters effort in con
tractions appear to increase the heart 
rate more at the time of exercise than 
complete violent contractions. "In ex
ertion the adrenaline gland secretes ep
inephrine which tends to increase the vigor 
of cardiac contraction, dilate the coro
nary vessels, to encourage peripheral vaso
constriction, and generally to exaggerate the 
effects of the sympathetic nervous system." u 
After isometric exercise, the increase in cir
culation to the tissues supplies the tissues 
with additional fuel and oxygen, disposes of 
the wastes and restores equilibrium which 
has a healthful effect on all of the body or
gans as well as the muscle structure. "The 
psychological factors and tension of daily 
living frequently outweigh physical stress in 
alteration of heart rate, blood pressure, clot
ting time, and plasma lipids. Physical work 
protects rather than damages the coronary 
arteries. With reduction in work and greater 
leisure time there is appearing an increase 
in tension and neurotic states." 111 "Emotion
ally unstable individuals have heightened 
levels of physiological activity and inferior 
physical fitness. By stimulating the adrenal 
glands through exertion the body is more 
able to combat stress." 10 "Exercise funda
mentally throws one into relatively greater 
sympatheticotonia, out of which a person 
may not come completely for several hours 
or even days. .In other words, persistent 
physical training negates some of the poorly 
rated parasympathetic nervous tendencies, 
and if not carried too far into over-training 
develops pof!itive dynamic qualities of psy-

. chological value." 11 There seems to be little 
doubt that the liberation of sympathin pro
duced at the sympathetic nerve endings 
when exertion takes place aids in reducing 
certain neurotic tendencies. 

STRENGTH GAIN 

In reading about isometric contraction a 
great strength gain seemed to be. acquired 
through this type of exercise. Sports Illus
trated reported that Dr. W. T. Liberson in a 
controlled study at a veterans' hospital in 
Rocky H111, Conn., reported strength in
creases of up to 300 percent on convalescing 
patients. "Strength output may be doubled 
in 3 weeks. A few moments of heavy re
sistance exercise ·twice a week produces sig
nificant gains in strength.1s It is gen
erally agreed that strength increases when 
repetitive exercise is performed against heavy 
resistance and that the slope gradient of the 
training curve varies with the magnitude of 
the stress imposed, the frequency of the prac
tice sessions and the duration of the over
load effect. 

".In one experiment subjects gained up to 
161 percent in strength working only 5 
minutes a day for 10 days using a heavy load. 
When the worklo.ad was reduced 75 percent 
and repetitions were quadrupled, no per
spective gain in strength was achieved.19 
Another experiment reported a 5-percent 
strength increase for 10 weeks with a daily 
6-second isometric contraction at two-thirds 
strength. St111 another experiment found 
that the overload principle implies that the 

u L. L. Langley, and E. Cheraskin, op. cit., 
p. 354. 

115 E. L. Bortz, "Exercise, Fitness and Aging," 
ibid., p. 9. 

18 Ibid., p. 8. 
11 T. K. cureton, "Anatomical, Physlologl· 

cal, and Psychological Changes Induced by 
Exercise Programs in Adults." Exercise and 
Fitness, Library of Congress, 1960, p. 177. 

18 L. E. Morehouse, "Physiological Basis of 
Strength Development," op. cit., p. 195. 

19 L. L. Morehouse and Philip J. Rasch, 
"Scientific Basis of Training,'' W. B. Saun
ders Co., 1958, p. 110. 
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limits of performance must be persistently 
extended to improve muscle strength; and 
the rate of improvement depends to a degree 
to which a person is willing to overload." 20 

It also seems that the strength increase ls 
not in the amount of repetitions done in 
training. "A thousand contractions a day 
can have no effect upon strengths." 21 One 
contraction per day seems to be a satisfactory 
stimulus upon the muscle fiber. 

"Also the peak of muscular strength is gen
erally attained between the ages of 20 to 30 
years of age. However, if training is contin
ued past this age, strength can be main
tained at a high level until old age." 22 

WHY STRENGTH? 

John Bunn in SCientific Principles of 
Ooaching says, "The importance of strength 
is so vital in athletics and actually so ne
glected. Athletes in order to have reserve 
to meet emergencies should acquire strength 
in excess of that required for the desired ac
tivity." The U.S. Air Force reports that 50 
percent of our young men lack the strength 
and agility to pass a physical fitness test for 
pilot training. "J : Roswell Gallagher has 
stressed that the evaluation of strength, the 
determination of the disproportion between 
strength and probably stress, and the in
crease of strength through exercise at times 
constitute better medical practice than a 
regime which focuses upon the ailment, em
phasizes rest and ignores the facts regarding 
strength development through exercise.23 

Harold E. Jones found that bOys high in 
strength tend to have good physiques, to be 
physically fit and to enjoy favored social 
status in adolescence, and the boys who are 
low in strength show a tendency toward 
asthenic physiques, poor health, social dif
ficulties, and lack of status, feelings of in
feriority, and personal maladjustments in 
other ways." 24 

Kay H. Petersen concluded that strength 
was a consistent differentiator of ability to 
make and to achieve success on interschool 
athletic teams.25 H. D . Whittle reported tha.t 
strong physical programs in public schools 
result in higher levels of muscular strength 
among the participants.26 

Strengthening activities to maintain fit
ness levels may well be considered desirable 
for all people as a way of life. In fact, Jean 
Mayer in an article "Ex~rci,se and We.fght 
Control," says that a reorganization of one's 
life to include regular exercise adapted to 
one's physical potentialities is a justified 
return to the wisdom of the ages. 

BENEFITS OF ROPE EXERCISE 

After careful study, we feel that isometric 
rope exercise has a very scientific place in the 
development and maintenance of strength 
and the general physical fitness of the Na
tion as a whole. It can be the answer to 
development of strength in the junior high 
school and high school gym classes. Because 
of the small amount of time involved in 
isometric rope exercise, functional exercise, 
and development of skills can still be the 
main physical education program. Strength 
development has long been a neglected phase 
of our physical education programs. Weight 
programs are too time consuming, space con
suming, and expensive to have evolved as an 
integral part of these fitness programs. This 
system without a doubt can be reasonable, 
inexpensive, effective, and simply adminis
tered. The results will show in regard to 

20 L. E. Morehouse, op. cit., p. 203. 
21 Ibid., p. 195. 
22 L. L. Morehouse and Phillp J. Rasch, op. 

cit., p. 110. 
23 W. H. Clarke, "Development of Volitional 

Muscle Strength as Related ta Fitness," Exer
cise and Fitness, Library of Congress, p. 203. 

24 Ibid., p. 201. 
25 Ibid., p. 201. 
211 Ibid., p. 202. 

fitness tests in the future wherever it is 
adopted. 

This rope system also has tremendous 
potential as a benefactor to any person who 
will take the time and effort to apply this 
program to his daily life. The rewards of a 
few minutes a day could well mean years to 
his lifespan. Women as well as men can 
use this exercise system because of its nature 

. and simplicity.. In fact, the potential for 
removing flabby muscles and excess weight 
in women is no farther away than the use of 
the rope. 

The Armed Forces may well find that this 
system can do much for their daily routine. 
Athletic teams already are using it as a 
supplement for their extensive training pro
grams. 

"In conclusion, strength exercise is needed 
for the maintenance of a fit body and should 
be presented as a way of life." zr 

THE WILD RIVERS BILL 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, the ini

tial reaction to establishment of a na
tional wild rivers system has been more 
than gratifying. While one would antic
ipate the generous support of most con
servation and wildlife groups, support of 
the measure has been coming from all 
sources. 

Of particular satisfaction has been the 
editorial comment in my own State. 
This editorial approval was most aptly set 
forth in the Idaho Daily Statesman on 
March 22; and it pays homage, not only 
to the intent of the wild rivers proposal, 
but also to President Johnson, for in
cluding it in his message to Congress on 
natural beauty. 

I ask unanimous consent that the edi
torial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Boise (Idaho) Daily Statesman, 

Mar.22, 1965) 
THE WILD RIVERS 

Congress has received from Secretary of 
Interior Udall a bill to establish a national 
wild rivers system to preserve conserva
tion, scenic, fish, wildlife, and outdoor rec
reation values. 

It is one of the bills singled out by Presi
dent Johnson in his February 8 message to 
Congress on natural beauty. 

The legislation proposes immediate wild 
river status for all or part of six rivers. Two 
are located in Idaho, tlie Salmon River from 
the town of North Fork downstream to the 
town of Riggins, and the entire Salmon Mid
dle Fork; and the Middle Fork of the Clear
water River from the town of Kooskia up
stream to the town of Lowell, the fork also 
embracing the Lochsa River from its junction 
with the Selway at Lowell forming the Mid
dle Fork, upstream to the Powell U.S. Forest 
Ranger Station, and the Selway River from 
Lowell upstream to Thompson Flat. 

Segments of the Rogue River in Oregon, 
the Rio Grande in New Mexico, the Green 
in Wyoming, and the Suwanee in Georgia and 
Florida including the Okefenokee Swamp are 
proposed for classification under the wild 
rivers bill. 

In Idaho, the Bureau of Outdoor Recrea
tion spent considerable research in studying 
the Salmon and the Clearwater Middle Fork. 
Private consulting firms were employed by 
the BOR in compiling the definitive studies. 
The Statesman has not received reports of 
the research on the Idaho rivers involved, 
but a preliminary review of Secretary Udall's 

~T Ibid., p, 203. 

proposals and acquaintance with the beauty 
of the Salmon and Clearwater suggest the 
bill should be adopted. 

There certainly will be no hesitancy in out
door groups and wildlife organizations giv
ing their approval to the wild rivers system 
measure. The views of local interests direct
ly affected by the bill should be forthcom
ing. 

The beauty of the treacherous River of No 
Return between North Fork and Riggins is 
known universally by outdoor enthusiasts. 
The Salmon River is incomparable and ex
citing and as much of its pristine character 
must be conserved as possible. The Middle 
Fork of the Clearwater and its companion 
Lochsa and Selway streams reach into a mil
lion-acre wilderness area of the Selway-Bit
terroot administered by the U.S. Forest Serv
ice as directed under appropriate laws of 
Congress and regulations of the Department 
of Agriculture. 

Historically speaking, the rivers have pro
vided colorful pioneer legends. Much of the 
Clearwater system has traveled by the Lewis
Clark Expedition. 

Idaho now gains by national recognition 
of these magnificent rivers. Congress will 
study the Udall proposals. The passage of 
the Wild Rivers System Act appears inevi
table. 

"COAL IN YOUR FUTURE" 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, coal represents the greatest 
mineral resource of the Appalachian 
region of this country, and its production 
is still the basic foundation of the econ
omy in Appalachia. 

George Fumich, Jr., Director of the 
U.S. Office of Coal Research, recently re
viewed the progress made by his Office 
to develop new uses for coal. Great 
strides have been made in this field; and 
the r~ults of this research are easily 
seen in the production of coal, which 
has shown an increase for the first time 
in many years. 

Mr. Fumich's talk, entitled "There is 
Coal in Your Future," is certainly worthy 
of study by every Senator. I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THERE Is COAL IN YOUR FuTURE 

The industrial market is a very important 
one for coal and one which the industry has 
in the past done perhaps too little to pro
mote and expand. Despite this, it has re
mained over the past decade and a half the 
second or third largest single coal market, 
varying in ranking with steel in individual 
years. For 1963, it comprised a market of 
83 millions of tons, excluding cement, which 
utilized another 8 million tons. 

It is encouraging that in recent years the 
industrial market, declining slowly but 
steadily through 1959 when 74 million tons 
were consumed, has reversed that trend and 
climbed annually since that year to the 
present size of 83 million tons. An impor
tant job for the coal industry is to see that 
what needs to be done to insure 'the con
tinuance of the present short range trend 
is done. 

A frank review of the possible causes at 
the decline prior to 1959 is perhaps in order. 

<:::oal-fired equipment was traditionally 
larger-heavier-more expensive than similar 
equipment employing competitive fuels. 
Coal ·had to be handled, stored-ashes dis
posed of. Coal-fired plants required labor 
over above those of the other fuels, and labor 
costs were trending steadily upward. There 
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was some doubt in the consumer's mind as 
to whether the delivered costs of coal would 
not increase similarly. 

In all too many cases these problems and 
doubts, coupled with the factor that cost of 
the steam or heating plant operation was in 
frequent cases an almost inconsequential 
factor in the final cost of the consumer's 
product, led to the displacement of coal in 
the industrial market. That the decline of 
coal in this market was not greater is in 
part due to the equipment manufacturers. 
Even after well above a normal lifetime of 
operation, coal-fired equipment was simply 
too good to throw away. 

In .my mind, at least, this reputation of 
coal-burning equipment as being high priced 
and nonautomated, based on experience 
with frequently obsolescent equipment, was 
a mixed blessing. I believe that "it set the 
plant owner and operator thinking, "If coal
fired equipment was only cheaper, cleaner, 
and easier to operate, I'd never switch. The 
equipment lasts almost forever, and coal ls 
still the cheapest fuel." 

To me, then, these are the ground rules if 
this vitally important market for coal is to 
be expanded. Equipment for the handling 
and burning of coal must be developed that 
is competitive over a reasonable depreciation 
period, if not in initial cost, with other fuels. 

The knowledge that coal can be a clean 
fuel, clean in handling and burning, must be 
expanded. Possibly most important, the fact 
that a coal-fired plant can be as highly au
tomated as any other must be stressed. 
Where local ordinances discriminate against 
the automated coal plant, the proper officials 
need to be shown and convinced so that the 
local laws may be changed. And the coal 
consumer needs to be continually reassured 
of the coal industry's interest in his needs 
and problems, that coal in desired quantities 
and consistent qualities wm be available for 
his requirements, and that the price of coal, 
including its delivery to his plant, will insure 
its position as the lowest cost fuel. 

As papers presented at this meeting have 
amply demonstrated, the coal and equipment 
suppliers have risen to the bait. They have 
shown their willingness and capab111ty to 
contribute to the growth of this market. I 
shall mention just a few of their recent con
tributions. 

Industry-financed Bituminous Coal Re
search, Inc., has erected and is operating a 
modern basic and applied research laboratory 
at Monroevme, Pa., where all facets of coal 
handling, combustion, air pollution, and ash 
handling and disposal are being investigated. 
The pioneering efforts of this laboratory led 
to the development of the first "packaged" 
coal-fired boiler units in capacities of less 
than 20,000 pounds of steam per hour. In
dustry interest, as evidenced by the BCR 
work, led to worthwhile activity on the part 
of at least four manufacturers. 

One development was the packaged unit 
built to basic de&igns developed by BCR. 
Two of these units are installed, and utilized 
for both heating and air conditioning, in 
the Coal Building, headquarters of the Na
tional Coal Association, in Washington, D.C. 
Your inspection of these units is invited by 
their owners should you visit the Capital 
Oity. While the initial cost of these pack
'Bged units is higher than for gas or oil, they 
have in many instances been economically 
competitive with other fuels. 

Another manufacturer has developed a 
somewhat similar unit, again higher in initial 
cost than for similar equipment fired by 
other fuels. Nevertheless, it is another sat
isfactory and desirable addition to the range 
of automatic coal-burning equipment. 

A Virginia company acquired the manu
facturing rights to a stoker design originally 
developed in Canada. Initially it employed 
an air-cooled grate which was found inade
quate for many industrial applications. An 
improved grate assembly has been developed 
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which has the advantages of lower cost and 
adaptability to conventional-type boilers. 

One well-known equipment supplier has 
been working on a similar grate assembly 
for several years, and the unit will soon be 
ready for field testing. The manufacturer 
has expressed enthusiasm over its 
possibillties. 

These equipment units have capaclties of 
from 75 to 300 boiler horsepower and above. 

Still another ls considering the manufac
ture of a coal-fired boiler of English design 
which may offer some cost advantages and 
would perhaps be available in capacities of 
up to 500 boiler horsepower. Undergoing 
evaluation at this time is the design of an 
automatic ash removal system for this unit. 

Various manufacturers of coal-handling 
equipment, combustion controls, and air pol
lution prevention devices are also known to 
be working on methods of making coal-fired 
equipment cleaner, cheaper, and more highly 
automated. 

Other public and private researchers are 
working on improved combustion systems 
utillzing coal, including improved burner de
signs, the establishment of stoichometrlc 
combustion conditions, the reclrculatlon of 
furnace gases, development of pressurized 
furna-ces, and the adaptation of slagging 
furnaces to smaller industrial capacity 
ranges. Certainly some of this effort can be 
expected to bear commercial fruition within 
the foreseeable future. 

The Office of Coal Research of the Depart
ment of the Interior is intensely interested 
in contributing to the health and growth of 
the industrial coal market. In fact, the 
goal of the Office, as specified upon its crea
tion by the Congress in 1960, is to encourage 
and develop through a contract research 
program, new and expanded markets for 
coal. 

Today's program has been mentally a 
stimulating and gratifying one, so although 
I could speak enthusiastically at great length 
concerning the work of the Office of Coal Re
search, this ls not the time for such a talk. 
Allow me please, however, a few moments to 
discuss that part of our present and planned 
program which is of most interest to you. 

I have mentioned the vitally important de
velopments by BCR and manufacturers of 
the packaged coal-fired boilers up to 15,000 
pounds of hourly capacity. However, com
petitive fuels were able to produce packaged 
units of 100,000 pounds of hourly capacity
and just recently this range has been ex
tended to 200,000 pounds. 
· Because of the past history of declining 
markets, and other reasons too well known to 
you to warrant discussion, equipment manu
facturers were not able to justify as an ex
tensive research and development program as 
was being utilized for competitive fuels. It 
was in an attempt to equalize the situation 
that the first OCR contract was signed with 
Pope, Evans & Robbins, of New York, for the 
development of a higher capacity, more com
petitive coal-fired packaged boiler. 

The contract has been completed, and the 
designs and specifications of the complete 
plants, including coal and ash handling 
facillties, and the combustion unit and con
trols are available to the public. The de
signs for the packaged boiler-stoker unit are 
available in capacities of 20,000, 30,000, 40,000, 
and 50,000 pounds of hourly steam capacity. 

These new plants should materially assist 
the coal industry in gaining a share in the 
expanding industrial heating market. We 
believe that they will find wide application 
in factories, hospitals, and other large build
ings. 
- Completely "live" storage of coal is a fea
ture of all plants, together with the ability 
to burn almost any American coal, including 
anthracite, with minor modification of the 
combustion changer. 

The new plants can be erected at costs 
considerably below present coal-fired units 

in this capacity range and will require no 
more attendance than oil- and gas-fired 
plants. 

The designs and :Specifications are of such 
detail and quality that, except for normal 
site engineering, any designer or manufac
turer of coal-burning systems would be able 
to build a plant from them. 

The design employs an "A" type boiler 
considerably smaller than previous boilers 
of this . capacity coupled with a new-type 
oscillating-grate stoker. The overall as
shipped height of the boiler-stoker package 
permits it to be shop constructed and 
shipped by rail to almost any erection site in 
the United States. The major difference 
between the two basic plant designs avail
able is that one provides coal storage in a 
below-ground level "tank," while the other 
employs a surface-storage silo. 

Boiler-stoker specifications provide heat 
release rates on the grate of 750,000 British 
thermal units per hour maximum, 650,000 
minimum. This service ls made possible by 
heavy alloy castings with high-velocity tu
yeres; the arrangement permits an excellent 
turndown ratio. The furnace heat release 
limit ls 54,000 British thermal units per 
cubic foot per hour, maximum, considerably 
greater than employed in other types of coal
fired units due to furnace configuration. 
This is accomplished by an extremely turbu
lent furnace condition with high-velocity 
tuyeres, 16 overfire air nozzles, .full boiler 
length travel, and a high heating surface
volume ratio. Despite these increased heat 
release rates, exit furnace gas temperature 
will not exceed 1,900° F. 

Several of these boiler-stoker units are 
presently in industrial operation, and you 
have heard a complete report and descrip
tion of their operation this afternoon, so I 
shall not bore you with repetition. 

As a result of what we believe to have been 
a major contribution under this contract 
to the needs of the industrial fuel market, a 
second contract in the amount of $531,000 
was awarded to Pope, Evans & Robbins on 
February 20 of this year. Under terms of 
the new contract, we hope that the con
tractor will be able to develop boiler units 
(probably not stoker fired) in the capacity 
range of up to 100,000 pounds of hourly 
steam capacity. We even hope to reach the 
200,000-pound goal that has recently been 
achieved by competitive fuels. 

Such units, requiring minimum attend
ance, minimum space, m.aximum efficiency, 
and with an initial cost and operating cost 
considerably more favorable than existing 
coal-fired equipment should provide a sub
stantially increased market for coal within 
a relatively short period of time·. 

Under terms of the research contract, nu
merous new concepts for coal handling, com
bustion, ash and fly-ash collection will be 
developed and evaluated. Prototype com
ponents of the package unit will be con
structed and tested prior to the development 
of the complete final design of the overall 
system. All elements of the system will be 
so integrated and refined as to produce a 
compact, safe, automated, and efficient in
stallation designed to prove economically 
attractive to the owners of industrial estab
lishments. 

Total time for the performance of work 
under the contraiet · 1s 30 months. Full in
terest and title to any discovery or inventions 
developed in the course of the contract will 
vest in the Government. 

Concurrently, we are proceeding with con
tract research efforts designed to assist the 
coal operator in reducing his production 
costs and to assist the coal consumer in find
ing uses for the present waste ash and fly
ash resulting from coal combustion. The 
end resUlt of each of these areas of effort ls 
to make coal cheaper in final cost to the coal 
consumer. 
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Our mining cost reduction work is being 
performed by Virginia Polytechnic Institute. 
Under a $147,000 contract just completed, 
four computer programs were developed for 
evaluating those ~actors which contribute to 
the cost of mining in the immediate produc
tion area. The programs can be used to 
evaluate numerous production problems 
found in the diverse variety of continuous 
and conventional mining systems which pre
vail throughout the ooal industry. The pro
grams vary in scope and have been tested 
and proven applicable in a broad range of 
mining systems. Fieldwork has indicated 
that application of the program to specific 
mining problems may reduce coal produc
tion costs by up to 40 cents per ton. 

The computer programs are available to 
the coal industry, at cost, and the technical 
staff and computer facilities are available 
at VPI to mining companies who wish to 
employ these programs in their operations 
but do not have computer facilities. Thus 
coal operators, large and small alike, can 
apply these newly developed techniques in 
reducing the cost of mining. 

Since the VPI report was released to the 
public in October 1964, OCR has learned that 
the computer programs are in actual use at 
three major companies whose underground 
output was 20.4 million tons in 1963, or 6.9 
percent of total underground bituminous and 
lignite production for that year. Five pro
ducers accounting for 36.1 million tons an
nually of underground production are plan
ning to utilize the programs. 

puring the month of February 1965, five 
mining companies and two manufacturers 
of mining equipment made applied "runs" of 
the VPI-OCR computer programs and ex
pressed satisfaction with the results. Runs 
for four additional companies were scheduled 
for the month of March. 

A followup contract with VPI to find ad
ditional methods of reducing the cost of 
mining coal in the amount of $286,500 was 
signed on June 9, 1964, and will run for a 
period of three years. 

The last contract I shall mention is that 
for determining uses for the solid wastes 
of coal combustion. 

In a $139,140 contract with West Virginia 
University for determining potential mar
kets for coal-associated rocks and minerals, 
a method has been developed for making 
high-strength bricks and other construction 
material from fly ash a.nd bottom ash. The 
Government has filed a patent application 
for the process. 

By using a mix of ash, sand, and sodium 
silicate in combination with modest forming 
pressures and firing temperatures, it is pos
sible to produce lightweight, durable, and 
attractive building material. Tests indicate 
that the bricks produced can withstand se
vere environmental conditions and have 
compressive breaking strengths which range 
from 5,000 to 9,000 pounds per square inch. 
The material weighs from 95 to 100 pounds 
per cubic foot against 140 to 150 pounds per 
cubic foot for common clay brick. 

The new process produces a building ma
terial that is stronger and lighter than the 
clay brick. This may mean a saving of up to 
30 percent in transportation costs. Sample 
bricks have been tested in accordance with 
the American Society of Testing and Ma
terials (ASTM). In every instance, the bricks 
met or surpassed standards established for 
clay bricks. 

Tests of the new type brick are continuing. 
But, from all indications, the use of coal
ash for the manufacture of building brick 
is economically feasible, technically possible, 
and highly desirable. However, work to date 
has been on a bench and batch scale only. 
Additional work ls required to develop a con
tinuous production process. 

OCR hopes in the future to undertake 
other research projects designed to further 
decrease the cost of mining coal, improve its 

quality, reduce its transportation costs, re
duce the problems of boiler-tube corrosion, 
and in other ways increase the desirability 
of coal as an industrial fuel. 

We are constantly looking for additional 
new ideas that will help coal in the com
petitive energy market. Many of you have 
wide experience in the field of combustion. 
If any of you have ideas for research in this 
area, OCR will be happy to discuss them with 
you, either personally or by informal letter. 
We solicit knowledge and experience in de
veloping a research program useful to you 
and to the coal industry. 

The coal industry is convinced that their 
expanded efforts will, in coming months and 
years, make it impossible for you, the in
dustrial consumer, to ever forget that, "There 
ls coal in your future." 

KENNEDY CLIMBS IDGH 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, be

cause of his courage, diligence, and in
telligence, RoBERT KENNEDY has won the 
respect of the Nation. Now the junior 
Senator from New York has added yet 
another triumph to his already long list, 
by climbing Mount Kennedy, the highest 
unclimbed peak in North America. This 
act of brotherly tribute to the memory of 
our slain President is greatly admired 
and appreciated by all Americans. 

An editorial praising ROBERT KEN
NEDY'S achievement was published in the 
Washington Evening Star on Friday, 
March 26. I ask unanimous consent that 
the editorial be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BOBBY TO THE SUMMIT 
It is unlikely that anyone else can really 

understand what brought Senator RoBERT 
KENNEDY from the whispers of spring in 
Washington to the permanent snow and ice 
of Mount Kennedy, in Canada, the highest 
previously unclimbed peak in North America. 
The Senator had had no previous climbing 
experience and could hardly have been much 
help to the team he joined 2,400 feet below 
the 13,850-foot summit. 

But, at the top, he d-rove in a stake with 
a black-bordered flag of the Kennedy coat 
of arms. Clearly for the Senator himself, 
there was a sense of doing something the 
hard way for the memory of his brother. 

It ls a fitting act, not only because of the 
unusually close relationship between the 
slain President and his brother, but also be
cause of the interest in athletic endeavor 
that characterized the Kennedy family as 
led by the President. 

We salute this expression of brotherly love 
and memory and congratulate the climber on 
having conquered such a peak his first time 
out. 

LEGISLATION TO INCORPORATE 
ITALIAN-AMERICAN WAR VET
ERANS OF THE UNITED STATES 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I urge 

legislation to incorporate the Italian
American War Veterans of the United 
States. 

Few groups in our free society have s0 
consistently contributed, in peace and in 
war, to America's physical, cultural, and 
spiritual growth, and the strengthening 
of its free institutions, as our citizens of 
Italian origin. 

All of us honor America's discoverer, 
the great Italian explorer, Christopher 
Columbus. Many of us here in the Sen-

ate have been working to make Columbus 
Day a national holiday, and I hope that 
we will succeed in the near future. 

Millions of Americans of Italian origin 
and ancestry are making contributions 
to every walk of American life today. 

And when our freedom has had to be 
def ended on battlefields around the 
world, Americans of Italian origin have 
always been in the forefront of our 
forces. 

That is why I have joined with the dis
tinguished minority leader, Senator 
DIRKSEN, in introducing a bill to in
corporate the Italian-American War Vet
erans of the United States. 

I am urging prompt consideration of 
this legislation. 

TRIBUTE TO THE lOOTH INFANTRY 
BATTALION 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, in the an
nals of American military history, the 
lOOth Infantry Battalion has earned a 
special place of honor. Organized as an 
all-Nisei Army unit from Japanese 
American members of the Hawaii Na
tional Guard a few months after Pearl 
Harbor, the lOOth Battalion went into 
action in Italy in September 1943. It 
fought with great distinction and brav
ery, and became known as the "Purple 
Heart Battalion" because of its heavy 
combat casualties. 

Recently, in Honolulu, Gen. John K .. 
Waters, Commander in Chief, U.S. Army 
Pacific, recalled the gallant record of 
this fighting unit in a speech before Club 
100, composed of lOOth Battalion vet
erans. 

In his remarks he referred to "cour
age that saw the battalion receive three 
Presidential Unit Citations; one mem
ber of the lOOth win the Congressional 
Medal of Honor; 24 others, the Distin
guished Service Cross; 147, the Silver 
Star; 238, the Bronze Star for valor; and 
1, 703, the Purple Heart-mark you, all 
from one battalion." 

General Waters commends the lOOth 
Battalion men not only as courageous 
wartime soldiers but also as peacetime 
veterans devoted to continuing com
munity service. 

In his address the General voiced his 
hope that the lOOth Infantry Battalion 
will have its unit designation retained in 
the merger of the Army Reserve with 
the Army National Guard. . I was pleased 
to learn since then, that the Depart
ment of the Army has every confidence 
that the lOOth Battalion designation will 
be retained in the proposed reorganiza
tion. 

I ask unanimous consent that General 
Waters' address delivered before Club 
100 in Honolulu on February 13, 1965, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS OF GEN. JOHN K. WATERS, COM

MANDER IN CHIEF, U.S. ARMY, PACIFIC, 
BEl'ORE CLUB 100, HONOLULU, HAWAII, FEB
RUARY 13, 1965 
Mr. President, members and guests of Club 

100, it is. indeed an honor for me to be with 
you this evening. It ls not often that one 
has the opportunity to spend an evening 
with such a distinguished group of people 
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who represent a famous chapter of our 
American history and heritage. 

During my 34 years of service as a member 
of our Armed Forces, it has been my privilege 
to meet with many groups. When I re
ceived your invitation. to join you tonight, 
I was very happy to accept. If I remember 
correctly, I first heard and admired the 
wartime exploits of your members while I 
was a POW in Germany and you were making 
U.S. history in 1943-44 on the Italian 
Peninsula as members of Mark Clark's 5th 
Army. I think it was in April 1944 that 
a West Point cadet roommate of mine, Gor
don. Singles, first joined your unit. He has 
spoken often with great pride and devotion 
of you. 

I feel privileged to be with you here 
tonight and would like to take this oppor
tunity to pay public recognition to your 
distinguished organization. As you sit here, 
you can proudly reach out and touch not 
only one stalwart soldier, but many. There 
are few organizations in our country which 
can claim such a thing. Frankly, I'm 
h'!-J.IIlbly proud to be with you. I am grateful 
for the opportunity to pay my sincere re
spects to fighting men. This country has 
needed them and will need them again. 

Club 100 and you men of the lOOth Bat
talion who comprise its membership deserve 
a renewed share of public recognition for the 
contributions you have made, and are con
tinuing to make, to our country, our State, 
and our community. What your club repre
sents to this community cannot be meas
ured by any known device. It may never 
be appreciated fully until your sons and 
grandsons are called to react to any chal
lenge to our country. This may not even 
be a physical challenge. In fact, some people 
believe the greatest threat to our people 
today is that Communist target-our minds. 
But what I mean about the failure to appre
ciate fully your vital work is that your prac
ticing patriotism, your reputation for 
courage, your place in the community and 
what you stand for-these things, will help 
build our youth to the point where they will 
resist the encroachment on their minds. It 
is as important that their heritage be such 
that their minds are trained to recognize the 
dangers. They will be blessed with the 
cou_rage of their fathers and grandfathers
you men here tonight. Courage that saw 
the battalion receive three Presidential Unit 
Citations; one member of the lOOth win the 
Congressional Medal of Honor; 24 others, the 
Distinguished Service Cross; 147, the Silver 
Star; 238, the Bronze Star for valor; and 
1703, the Purple Heart-mark you, all from 
one battalion. 

Sometimes it is hard for us to realize that 
a whole new generation has grown up since 
the lOOth Battalion was organized. In a 
few years you will be observing your 25th 
anniversary-a quarter of a century of serv
ice that has seen the world change in so 
many ways--changes, too', right here in our 
own country, in which many of you have 
played such important roles within our own 
state. It is a happy thought that your 
sons and daughters will never have 
to sacrifice and suffer as you did fCJr the 
principles for which you stood and the 
right to become full-fledged Americans. I 
think I could put it more correctly if I said 
"effort to be recognized as the full-fledged 
Americans that you have always been." 
History knows that no other group of 
Americans ever went so far above and be
yond the call of duty for their country and 
their own people than did the Americans 
of Japanese ancestry 1n Hawaii during 
World War II. Many of our minority groups 

. 1n America have displayed their loyalty in 
many ways since 1776, but the Americans of 
Japanese ancestry proved their loyalty and 
trust at great personal sacrifice and loss of 
life on the field of battle. A new and fortu
nate generation of Americans are enjoying 

the rewards of your efforts. Here in Hawaii 
this is particularly true where men ~nd 
women, young and old, of many ethnic back
grounds, work, live and play together in a 
harmonious atmosphere of public under
standing and cooperation. Irt has helped to 
make this Nation of ours great and a leader 
in the free world. 

You of Club 100 and the lOOth Battalion 
must be very proud of the continuing suc
cess of your members and the work that your 
organization is doing in this community. 
There is hardly any field in our daily life in 
Hawaii in which you cannot find some for
mer members of the lOOrth in it or as
sociated with it in some manner. This is 
particularly true in public life where the 
lOOth Battalion is represented 'in the U.S. 
Congress; others serve in the State legisla
ture, and stlll others hold offices in the State 
Government or are leaders 1n business, in
dustry and professional trades. We in the 
military are particularly proud that one of 
your former members, Francis Takemoto, 
has climbed through the military ranks to 
the grade of brigadier general in the Army 
Reserve while still serving his community 
as a leader in the field of education. Time 
does not allow me to go on to review with 
you the many contributions each of you 
and your organization are making to help 
this country be a better place in which to 
live for our famllies, our friends, and our 
neighbors. 

It is most fitting that Club 100 was orga
nized to serve in promoting the unity and 
welfare of all the people of Hawaii. I under
stand that your slogan is "for continuing 
service." If Club 100 continues to serve this 
community as it has the past 23 years, it 
wm compile a record of public service second 
to none of any such organization in the 
Nation. The attitude of the members of the 
looth Battalion and Club 100 •toward com
munity service individually and collectively 
following the war has proven to be a great 
asset to this community. Many of you can 
recall that some of our veterans, fresh from 
war duty, felt, upon their return, that the 
country owed them their livelihood. Not so 
for you. To you men and your ogranizatlon 
the termination of the war offered an oppor
tunity to serve our people at home in pur
suit of peaceful activities for the welfare of 
the community with the same vigor that 
carried you through your various campaigns 
so successfully. I am sure that the accom
plishments of Club 100 have enriched your 
lives over the years. Honolulu and the State 
of Hawaii have indeed been fortunate. I 
know from experience that this organization 
of yours and its members have helped to 
foster the fine and strong relationship that 
exists between the m11itary establishments 
here and the civilian community. We are 
grateful for this and are confident it will 
continue in the future. Mutual understand
ing is at the bottom of it--a deep under
standing that has increased with the years. 

Just 10 days ago I returned from a trip 
through the Far East. There I observed our 
young men and women in the service and 
saw first hand the wonderful job they are 
doing in carrying out our country's responsi
bilities to help defend our liberty and free
dom and that of our allies in this hemisphere. 
I can assure you that they are doing an out
standing job. Many of these men are from 
fam111es in Hawaii. They represent many 
ethnic groups of the islands. Some of these 
men are dying in battle in Vietnam where 
there is not even a known battlefield but 
where the fight to preserve liberty and free
dom goes on in the bitterest sort of way. 

It is Americans like those of you here 
tonight who will answer the challenge and 
will see to it that the United States will 
continue to maintain its leadership in the 
free world in pursuit of liberty and freedom. 
You have not and will not shirk your duty 
to defend against aggression should the ne-

cessity arise. The examples you have set and 
the principles for which you stand will 
enable your sons and daughters and those 
of Americans elsewhere to carry on in the 
same proud manner as you have--if and 
when the time comes. Your contributions 
to our American heritage are a distinguished 
chapter in the history of our country. 

I have one more subject to mention, which 
is of inte·rest to all of us here tonight. As 
you know, the Army Reserve is being merged 
with the Army National Guard and there 
has been some question as to the retention 
of unit designations in the reorganization. 
The Department of the Army will make final 
decisions as to designation of surviving units. 
The lOOth Infantry Battalion because of its 
seniority and history deserves to be retained 
and transferred to the Hawaii Army National 
Guard in order to continue its tradition of 
distinguished service to the Nation. I had 
hoped to be able to announce the decision
however, it has not been made as yet. My 
hopes are high. 

And now, I congratulate the new otficers of 
Club 100. 

I commend those who are retiring for their 
outstanding contributions "for continuing 

·service." 

CIVIL RIGHTS · DEMONSTRATIONS 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I want 

to commend the Concerned White Citi
zens of Alabama for their support of the 
Selma-to-Montgomery freedom march
ers and for their efforts to interpret the 
civil rights movement, not alone as a 
Negro struggle, but as an American 
struggle for the basic freedoms of all 
men. 

Concerned White Citizens raised about 
$1,000 for food for the Selma-to-Mont
gomery freedom marchers, and 20 of its 
members participated in the last leg of 
the march to the State Capitol on 
Thursday, March 25. A group of 100 
Concerned White Citizens has attracted 
about 200 more persons since it marched 
in Selma 3 weeks ago to support the 
Negro drive there. 

Rev. Joseph Ellwanger, a Birming
ham, Ala., Lutheran minister who is the 
leader of the month-old group, is to be 
commended for his efforts to organize 
the Concerned White Citizens group. 

The Concerned White Citizens group 
of Alabama should serve as an example 
for all communities in our country who 
must demonstrate a responsible and 
thoughtful response to Negro ambitions: 
for basic rights. 

Local communities should help to solve 
community problems. Every American 
is implicated in the struggle to secure 
basic freedoms for all citizens. 

Bitterness and frustration must be 
cast aside in favor of a positive, con
structive approach to solving the prob
lem of racial discrimination. 

IOU 32: PREPACKAGED PUBLIC 
OPINION 

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the lid 
has been lifted off one of the most insid
ious propaganda operations in the 
United States. It is time to open the lid 
all the way. The public has the right to· 
know which industries and which com
panies are paying for the editorials which 
are represented to be-in the words or
the American Medical Associaition-"the: 
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viewpoint of a majority of the American 
people." 

We can all be gr ateful to the senior 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA] 
for his analysis of editorials presented to 
members of Congress by the American 
Medical Association. It is indeed re
markable when editors in widely sepa
rated sections of the country simultane
ously arrive at identical conclusions 
against adequate health care for the 
aged, and expres~ their sentiments in 
identical words. 

As the junior Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. GRUENING] and newsmen have ob
served, some of the editorials sent to us 
by the AMA, and represented to be the 
independent expression of editors, came 
from a single source, the Industrial News 
Review, of Portland, Oreg. 

Industrial News Review has been pre
packaging public opinion since 1906. It 
sends packets of 12 or 13 editorials 
weekly, free of charge, to some 11,000 
editors. Some editors throw the editori
als away. But many use them, and the 
unsuspecting reader thinks they are writ
ten by the local editor. 

A journalism school survey of use of 
Industrial News Review editorials in one 
State-Colorado-published in Nieman 
Reports revealed thait about one-third 
of the editors used the prepackaged In
dustrial News Review editorials. Some 
used as many as 100 or 200 of the edi
torials a year. Of course, if only 1 
percent of the editors publish a pre
packaged Industrial News Review edi
torial it will appear in more than 100 
papers. The industry whose objectives 
are lauded in the editorial can then point 
with pride to the seeming ground swell of 
support for its cause. 

Industrial News Review was mentioned 
in the press . as the source of at least 
one of the editorials reprinted by the 
American Medical Association in its 1 71-
page booklet which claimed editorial sup.,. 
port for AMA legislative objectives. I 
have now verified that at least 44 of the 
221 editorials in the AMA booklet came 
from Industrial News Review, whose 
Lawrence Hofer has admitted that his 
organization receives a fee from the 
AMA. 

Those 44 reprints were of 6 different 
INR editorials of which 1 was used 
by 11 different newspapers and 1 by 
10 different papers. Another was used 
by nine and another by eight. In addi
tion, five of the editorials in the AMA 
booklet are so similar to INR editorials 
as to indicate a rewriting of the INR re
lease. Several others indicate the in
spiration, at least, came from INR ma
terials. 

The word-for-word reprints were used 
by weekly and daily papers serving such 
widely scattered areas as Dickinson, N. 
Dak.; Baltimore, Md.; Rock Island, Ill.; 
Mesa, Ariz.; and Miami Beach. Most of 
those listed are dailies. 

In addition, an editorial from Wash
ington Exclusive was used by seven 
newspapers including papers at Mod'esto, 
Calif.; Roanoke, Va.; Dickinson, N. Dak., 
and North Canaan, Conn. Washington 
Exclusive is the product of U.S. Press 
Association of McLean, Va., which "for 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Public Power, Sept. 1964) 
UNLABELED PACKAGES: THE IOU'S--INVESTOR 

OWNED UTILITIES--PART 2 
(By Hon. LEE METCALF, U.S. Senator from 

Montana) 

$175 will send your message to 1,199 
weeklies and 150 daily newspapers." 
U.S. Press Association has listed such 
clients as American Bankers Association, 
National Association of Manufacturers, 
National Right-to-Work Committee, 
Electric Industries PIP, General Elec
tric Corp., National Association of 
Electric Companies. 

In the AMA booklet there were at least 
three other of the editorials which were 
used word for word by two or more 
newspapers, often in widely separated 
areas, indicating they also may have 
been furnished by a service. 

Power company propaganda is well pack
. aged, but it frequently carries no return ad
dress. Whenever possible, the companies 
find a "patsy" to play postman and make de
liveries to the unsuspecting consumer and 
his children. 

But AMA is a minor client for Indus
trial News Review. INR distributes four 
editorials glorifying the IOU's-investor 
owned utilities-! or every one editorial 
praising the AMA. 

Industrial News Review has a simple 
formula. My analysis is based on the 
12 or 13 editorials furnished free each 
week to approximately 11,000 editors 
during 1964. 

Here is how it works. Every other 
week with regularity one editorial 
praised Pan American Airways, the New 
York Stock Exchange, REA Express, the 
American Meat Institute, the American 
Medical Association, the Committee of 
American Steamship Lines, chainstores, 
and the timber industry. 

Every week one editorial glorified the 
drug ~ndustry, the oil industry, the rail
road mdustry, and the chamber of com
merce taxpayer groups. 

And every week, week in and week out, 
2 of the 12 or 13 editorials sang the 
praises of the IOU's. 

Mr. President, the last investigation 
of propaganda activities of power com
panies, more than a generation ago, 
showed that they were contributing $84,-
00(} a year to Industrial News Review. 
Some companies now contribute more 
than $1 ,000 each annually to Industrial 
News Review. And some companies in
clude these subscriptions to a prepack
aged propaganda machine as operating 
expenses, paid for in full by the custom
ers through higher utility rates. · 

Industrial News Review is a small part 
of the vast propaganda operations of the 
power companies. I believe that regula
tory commissions should interest them
selves in this matter. Newsmen would 
also find the field fascinating and quite 
unlike its presentation by Industrial 
News Review which says "a power com
pany lives in a gigantic goldfish bowl" 
with "its every act subject to public ob
servation and local, State, and Federal 
regulation." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert in the body of the RECORD, 
immediately following my remarks my 
article, "Unlabeled Packages," deii.ling 
with Industrial News Review and other 
power company propaganda, which ap
peared in the September 1964, issue of 
Public Power; "Prefabricated Public . 
Opinion-The Industrial News Review in 
Colorado," by Denny Lowery, which ap
peared in the July 1955, issue of Nieman 
Reports, and "Behold the Grass-Roots 
Press, Alas," by Ben H. Bagdikian, which 
appeared in the December 1964, issue of 
Harper's. 

The patient who browses through Public 
Service magazine in his physician's o:ftice sees 
no hint that it is, as correctly labeled ln 
Ayer's Directory, a utility publication. On 
the contrary, he is told that the magazine 
has "no affiliation or connection with any 
other business, groups, organizations, or as
sociations." 

The college student who suddenly finds 
that he is on the mailing list for the "Free
man" magazine isn't told that the IOU's (in
vestor-owned utilities) have long been among 
its regular financial supporters. 

Neither high school and elementary stu
dents nor their parents know that distribu
tion of "economic education" kits and films 
which saturate some areas of the country 
involves the manpower and money of more 
than 50 power companies. 

In one instance, the letterhead of a press 
release was that of Columbia University. But 
the words were those of the IOU's complain
ing about competition, Government regula
tion and "harrassment to the management of 
the privately owned, business managed util
ity company" (Public Power, September 
1962, p. 24). (The university said that the 
release was produced without the knowl
edge of the university news office.) 

FILM "OPENS MINDS" FOR IOU'S 
During the past year the electric light and 

power industry has been busy arranging for 
others to show the IOU's current propaganda 
movie, "The Power Within," which is de
scribed by the industry distributor as "an in
spiring technicolor sound movies which tells 
the complete story of Government encroach
ment * • * opens minds which have been 
long closed to the problems of the investor
owned electric utility industry-prepares a 
path for further education or action, as your 
company directs." 

The film tells how private power "com
panies were swallowed up by TV A-a back
door Federal takeover of the investor-owned 
companies." (When I checked recently, I 
found that private power companies in the 
TVA area were not only alive and kicking, 
but that their common stock earnings have 
increased more than twice as fast as the 
national average, thanks in good measure to 
increased sales after they lowered rates to 
meet TVA yardstick competition.) Half
truths and distortion throughout the film 
culminate in an emotional scene, with the 
cameras on a statute of Abraham Lincoln, as 
a voice intones Lincoln "quotations" which 
were long ago branded as fictitious. 

The film was produced by Varicom Inter
national of Boulder, Colo., and is distributed 
to companies as part of a "project action" 
package which includes a 119-page manual 
crammed with techniques of audience 
manipulation, and a selection of anti-REA 
and anti-TVA brochures. The film has 
already been shown in most States and at 
least one foreign country. 

"COMMUMITY LEADERS" INTRODUCE FILM 
Last fall the "Project Action Newsletter" 

reported with unconcealed delight tha.t 
"Community Public Service of Fort 
Worth * * * has been successful in obtain-
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ing community leaders who are not associated 
with the company to intz:oduce the film at 
club and civic organization meetings." The 
First National Bank of Englewood, Colo., and 
the Englewood Chamber of Commerce had 
"promoted the program through the local 
paper, the Englewood Herald." Public 
Service Co. of Colorado had obtained 15 
copies of the film and set out to arrange 
showings to "public, private and parochial 
schools" and scheduled meetings, built 
around the film, with various organizations 
in the Denver area. 

"The information department of Public 
Service of Colorado," reported the newsletter, 
"w111 be meeting with a number of outside 
organizations, including junior chamber of 
commerce, Colorado Farm Bureau, Manu
facturers Association, and others, in an 
attempt to get one or more of these groups 
to undertake project action as one of their 
specific programs." 

The director of communications of Pub
lic Service Co. of New Mexico arranged 
for the film to be shown to a Lions Club 
luncheon and some visiting Shriners, then 
returned to his office to write with elation 
that the film tied in with the chamber of 
commerce "Action Course in Practical 
Politics" and that a precinct chairman (the 
political party was not mentioned) had told 
him "we finally have a vehicle for presenting 
these facts to the average person." 

The technique for dissemination of the 
film is as simple as the old chain letter. 
Normally one showing "triggers many other 
meetings," wrote Hager Patton of "Project 
Action" a few months ago. The audience is 
asked to furnish the names of school, church 
and ci'Vic groups which should see the film. 

"Members of church and PTA groups," said 
Mr. Patton, "generally want to make the 
message available to others." 

The aim of the film is to get letters and 
telegrams which reflect the power industry's 
viewpoint to members of Congress. Every 
effort is made to hide the power companies' 
role in this campaign to pressure Congress. 
Extremism in the pursuit of secrecy is no 
vice by the standards of the IOU's. Their 
manual states that: "sample letters should 
be on various colored and sized stationery 
and handwritten. This will give members of 
your audience an 'authentic' guide, yet, be
cause it looks as though it is an actual 
letter someone has written, avoids the chance 
of copying and standardized letters coming 
from your audience to any one Congressman. 
This will allow .the action obtained to appear 
spontaneous to the recipient and not as 
though it were a planned, concerted effort 
by any one interested group." 

Again the IOU's stress that the real return 
address on the letters to members of Con
gress should be obliterated. The patsy who 
shows the film is cautioned, in the manual, 
that envelopes should "carry individual 
stamps not metered postage which wm be
tray the source of the letters to the 
recipient." 

In at least one instance this year a sponsor 
of the film decided to discontinue use of the 
film. Sears, Roebuck & Co. showed the . 
film to its employees in Owensboro, Ky. 
Rural electric cooperative members protested 
the unfair attacks on them and, after some 
delay, a vice president of Sears announced 
that "I do not believe that such a showing 
will be repeated elsewhere." Occasionally 
a company wm sponsor the film, as Gulf 
States Uti!ities did, twice, on Baton Rouge's 
WAFB-TV. 

Similarly, a company will sometimes di
rectly plant a newspaper editorial. But the 
direct approach (ads and news stories for the 
press, regular contributions for service clubs) 
is invariably supplemented by the indirect 
approach, in which the role of the company is 
hidden. The power companies help finance 
newslett-ers and editorial writing services. A 

busy editor, trying to fill a hole on the edi
torial page and without time or inclination 
to write his own comments, publishes some 
of the convenient canned editorials. He has 
noted that the editorials may be used "with 
or without credit" and frequently runs the 
editorial as his very own. Even if he does 
credit the editorial to, for example~ the In
dustrial News Review, most of his readers 
do not know that this Hofer family enter
prise of Portland, Oreg., is a favorite charity 
of the IOU's. 

I doubt too that some of the Northwest 
editors who use INR editorials reflecting local 
utilities' opposition to Federal dams are 
aware that Pacific Power & Light, and Port
land General Electric each gave $1,300 an
nually to INR, and that Union Electric (of 
St. Louis) gave $1,100. And in those too 
few instances when a utility is required to 
itemize its contributions, thus permitting the 
public to know who the power company 
"postmen" are the electric consumer ls in for 
more surprises. This summer the Federal 
Power Commission prevailed upon Texas 
Power & Light to itemize several hundred 
thousands of dollars casually listed as "other 
miscellaneous general expenses." Lo and be
hold, part of the cost of providing power in 
Texas, charged to the consumer, are $600 per 
year ·contributions to Industrial News Review. 

EDITORS USE FREE EDITORIALS 

The free editorials distributed each week 
by Indus·trial News Review constitute a cata
log of power company propaganda and catch
words. The IOU's are painted red, white and 
blue, their competitors pink. And in the 
IOU's semantics used by Indus.trial News 
Review, "municipal," "cooperative," "TVA," 
"BPA," and "Federal" are all synonymous 
with "socialistic." To quote from some In
dustrial News Review editorials dis·tributed in 
1 month this year: "The plain factual record 
(of the electric power industry) makes a 
mockery of the tax-subsidized, socialized 
power movement" (January 6): "There ls no 
rational excuse for continuing REA subsi
dies" (January 13); "We have Fede:i,-al and 
State officials promoting an unnecessary 
nationwide, Government-owned, tax-exempt 
power system" (from another January 13 
editorial); "The electric power business is the 
prime example (of) the drive to socialize" 
(January 20); "The socialized power systems 
are purely commercial" (January 27); "So
cialization of any phase of the electric service 
business is totally unnecessary" (from an
other January 27 editorial). 

The INR material goes to about 11,000 edi
tors. A journalism school survey in one 
State-Colorado-showed that about one
third of the editors use the Hofers' INR ma
terial, some as many as 200 items per year. 
Thus it is not surprising that, in one in
stance, at least 59 editors arrived at identi
cal and simultaneous conclusions. 

The electric light and power industry re
portedly has doubled last year's budget for 
national advertising. Many individual com
panies are now spending more than 75 cents 
per customer per year on direct advertising. 
But indirectly, through grants-in-aid to pli
ant purveyors of power propaganda, through 
exploitation of company connections with 
community organizations, the industry 
pumps out that propaganda which it does 
not choose to label. The IOU's search, is un
ceasing for those who will tell their club, 
their church or their readers how the Na
tion's . largest, most preeminent growth in
dustry, with virtually unlimited prospects 
for future growth and continually increas
ing profits, has been hobbled and gobbled by 
Federal, State, and municipal governments
even by those townspeople and farmers .who 
have elected to provide themselves with elec
tricity at cost, through their own local or
ganizations and their own initiative and 
effort. ' 

[From the Nieman Reports, July 1955] 
PREFABRICATED PUBLIC OPINION: THE INDUS

TRIAL NEWS REVIEW IN COLORADO 

(By Denny Lowery) 
The Industrial News Review, published 

each week in Portland, Oreg., reaches 179 
Colorado newspapers, according to the Re
view's own figures. 

Almost 70 of the editors of those papers, 
in answering a recent quetsionnaire, stated 
very definite ideas about this free editorial 
service·. When all of the opinions were in, 
the editors against INR seemed to have four 
bones to pick with the service, while those 
favoring the publication had four points to 
praise. 

Maurice Leckenby, editor of the Steam
boat Pilot, led off the long parade of those 
against INR. He stated, "I consider the In
dustrial News Review to be dynamite and 
propaganda that is not in the public good." 
However, Lyle Lindsnlith's Englewood Press 
came back with "We are glad ·to know there 
are those who care about the free enterprise, 
capitalistic system. We need more of its 
kind." 

Otis Bourn's Routt County Republican ex
pressed disfavor concerning E. Hofer & Sons' 
publication by saying, "You will find a fa
vorite expression of small newspapermen to 
be that such junk mall is filed in the waste
basket and replies sent to the effect that 
since no advertising was forthcoming, they 
should 'Board where they room.' " 

However, the Aspen Times, edited by V. E. 
Ringle, noted: "The Industrial News Review 
is good. While it is pointed toward business, 
it gives lots of facts about problems most 
people never know.'' 

Jack Wellenkotter, editor of the Alamosa 
Courier made still another charge against 
INR. He said, "The Industrial News Review 
is very carefully and very thoroughly Repub
lican in everything it contains. The Review 
openly calls Democrats power-hungry bu
reaucrats. . And I am a Democrat." 

But still on the political standpoint, James 
Dement of the Antonito Ledger-News said, 
"Another 20 years of Roosevelt and Truman 
and we might as well join with the Reds and 
scrap our Constitution and Declaration at 
Independence," and in addition, he stated,. 
"I like INR's treatment of the Socialistie: 
trend and the warning of approaching com-. 
munism if we don't get back to a sound: 
philosophy of government." 

The Walsenburg World-Independent felt: 
that INR is too biased to be of any value in. 
conscientious public service, while the Buena. 
Vista Republican said INR is "Good with rela-. 
tion to domineering, selfish labor activities.' .. 

The total result of the opinions went
against INR. Fifty-two percent of the an-· 
swering editors felt the copy of INR had no' 
value in the column of a newspaper. They· 
cited various reasons including "harmful 
propaganda" and "unpaid advertising.'' 

Naturally, not all of the 48 percent who 
wrote in favor of INR (or at least did not, 
denounce it) actually use its copy. 

Marge Mundell Hale, assistant editor of the 
Denver Record Stockman, for instance stated 
"The Industrial News Review might be quit~ 
valuable editorial material," but "it does not 
apply as such for the Record Stockman for 
our newspaper is devoted entirely to the live
stock industry and what affects it." 

And Roscoe Bullard's Wray Gazette noted 
"Most of the time, [INR] isn't localized 
enough to be of special interest to a farming 
community such as we operate in." 

Although Dale Cooley of the Limon Leader 
didn't favor the Industrial News Review, he 
did state very clearly one of the causes many 
editors cited for not using such copy. He 
said, "There ts a long chance that in not reg
ularly pursuing this release, we are some
times overlooking something which would be 
of actual news value, but the search for the 
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wheat among the chaff requires so much 
time that the average country editor simply 
has more important things to do." 

Fred Pottorf of the Holly Chieftain sec
onded this by saying, "I (as a one-man force) 
don't have the time to ferret out such copy." 

Some of the other reasons given for not 
using the copy were lack of space in the 
paper, and lack of interest in such material 
among the subscribers. 

Out of the 96 editors who returned the 
questionnaires, 32 said they did use INR 
copy, at least occasionally, and several stated 
they use 100 to 200 items a year. 

Fifteen of the editors said they wrote many 
of their own editorials on ideas received from 
the Review's copy. Wallace Foster, of the 
Gunnison News-Champion said he merely 
lifted out INR figures which he could fit into 
his own editorials. 

Several papers, such as Mary Morgan's 
Georgetpwn Courier, said they used the copy 
only for filler material. 

Although less than one-third of the papers 
actually reprint the material regularly, over 
60 percent of the editors stated they did read 
the weekly releases. 

According to the results of the question
naire, most editors preferred to change the 
material before reprinting it. For every one 
editor who printed the copy just as he re
ceived it, four either rewrote it, changed the 
heading or made some other change. 

If the percentage of the 32 papers using 
INR copy applied to all Colorado weekly 
papers, the Review's reprinted editorials 
would reach almost 100,000 Colorado sub
scribers a week. 

In an attempt to get more material on 
INR's use in Colorado papers, the November 
1954 issues of 87 Colorado papers were sur
veyed. 

Out of the 87, only 9 were found to use 
INR copy during that month. Only one 
daily paper was among the nine. 

Most of the nine papers used the copy spar
ingly. Only one used it almost exclusively. 

The presentation in the nine papers was 
slightly different from that of the original 
copy. The most frequent change was in the 
headings. None of the papers gave credit to 
INR for the material. . 

The Industrial News Review was estab
lished in 1913 in Portland, Oreg., by its 
present publishers, E. Hofer & Sons. At that 
time the Hofers were the publishers of the 
Portland Daily Capitol Journal, and INR was 
an outgrowth of the paper's editorial policy. 

The service began slowly, being sent to a 
few weekly papers in the Portland area. Then 
local industry began to support it financially. 
The service was gradually enlarged through
out the Western States as more financial sup
port from industry was secured. Finally in 
1923, the service became national in scope. It 
is now sent to approximately 11,300 newspa
pers across the country. 

The service consists of a monthly magazine 
and a five-page weekly selection of editorials 
and other features. It is sent to almost every 
type of newspaper published with the ex
ception of metropolitan papers. 

The weekly releases are made up of about 
15 editorials and a section called "Grass Roots 
Opinions," which includes four or five short 
editorial excerpts from small daily and weekly 
papers around the country. 

An editor may use as much of the copy as 
he wishes. He can change the copy in any 
way and is not required to give credit for it 
in his publication. 

The purpose of the service is stated in the 
"To the Editor" section of each week's release 
as follows: 

"The aim of the Industrial News Review 
is to advocate and encourage policies which 
it believes essential to the well-being of our 
country, the development of industry, the 
sound investment of savings, and the steady 
employment of American workers. Its edi-

tors express their personal convictions in 
discussing industrial and economic questions 
that affect business stability and social 
progress. • • •" 

Also in the same section of the releases, 
the Hofers state their financial sources: 
"INR's weekly distribution," they say, "is 
supported financially by industry, business 
and professions, including public utilities, 
retailers, railroads, mines, manufacturers, 
food processors, petroleum, financial insti
tutions, and others who believe that com
munity prosperity and growth, sound gov
ernment and reasonable taxation, must ac
company individual and corporate 
prosperity." 

Subjects for the INR editorials vary from 
dams to double taxation and from roosters 
to railroads. But the main emphasis of the 
INR writers is placed on utillties, stockown
ership, retail distribution, socialism, com
munism, and the major industries such as oil, 
meatpacking, steel and coal. 

The editorials run from about 100 words 
up to 500. They quote recognized sources, · 
deal with problems often uppermost in the 
American mind, and naturally, they present 
the side of the subject-situation which favors 
industry. · 

Although the editorials range among a 
great many subjects, the writing style of the 
material ls about the same in all. The INR 
writers appear to use a timeworn but suc
cessful gimmick-tha.t of the "question" or 
"thought provoking" lead, with fact and fig
ures sandwiched in the middle of the edi
torial and the necessary conclusions to close 
it up. 

The wording of the editorials, however, is 
very well done. The adjectives, verbs, and 
adverbs are the words that appear to carry 
the weight of the writer's thoughts. These 
words are strong and forceful--often so 
strong as to cause the reader to wonder at 
their use in the editorial. 

For instance, INR stated the following 
about socialism: 

"Human beings are not like ants, they are 
individualistic in nature, and must have free
dom to do their best. That is why socialism 
and ant-like regimentation are not the an
swer to man's problem. To progress and 
gain contentment and profit frozn his work 
and at the same time preserve his individ
ualism, is all important to him. He can't do 
this under antlike socialism." 

And then, in another release, "socialism 
depletes everybody's pockets, just as it un
dermines everybody's freedom and oppor
tunity." 

Words such as "antlike" and "under
mines" might derive no spectral notice when 
their source is known, but when reprinted in 
the Nation's weekly press, their meanings 
and significance are greatly magnified. 

INR advocates private, rather than Govern
ment ownership of electric power systems. 
This subject is dwelt upon more than any 
other single aspect of industry by INR. Al
most anything concerning the subject makes 
its way into the lines of INR copy, and the 
latest issue, and one of the most loudly pro
claimed in the Naition, is the Dixon-Yates 
contract. 

The Industrial News Review has not com
mented on the contract any more vehemently 
than many newspapers around the country. 
But the wording of some of the INR edi
torials has no doubt carried great weight 
among many of their readers. 

"In short," INR says, "the D.emocratic ·at
tack on the contra.ct has been an ideological 
one, made by those who want socialized gov
ernment power monopolies." 

Jack Wellenkotter, the Democra.t, quickly 
picked on that statement with the sarcastic 
phrase "As if the Dixon-Yates affair could 
ever be described 'in short.' " 

Concerning taxes in one recent release, INR 
gave detailed statistics on individual tax 
costs now over individual taxes 20 years ago, 

but it failed to mention one word about the 
rise in government costs in those 20 years. 

And commenting on labor, INR quoted a 
passage from the Versailles, Ky., Woodford 
Sun: "As we read on and on about union 
demands for 'fringe benefits,' paid vacations, 
shorter workweeks, guaranteed annual 
wages-in short, more and more for less and 
less-it is downright refreshing to be reas
sured now and then that the rank and fl.le 
of American workers are truly interested in 
their jobs." 

Several things came to mind concerning 
that passage. First, is not almost every 
rank-and-fl.le American worker interested in 
fringe benefits, paid vacations, shorter work
weeks, and annual wages? And secondly, 
just who are the unions? Are they not made 
up of the "rank and fl.le" of American work
ers. 

The critics of INR range from the "luke
warm" editors who feel the service is a bit too 
one-sided to be editorially fair, to the "hot" 
editors who attack INR on the basis of "out-
right propaganda." . 

Louis M. Lyons, editor of Nieman Reports, 
explored the use of INR releases in the July 
1948 issue of Nieman Reports, in an article 
entitled, "Editorial Writing Made Easy." He 
asked the question, "What would be the 
reader's judgment of an editor who farmed 
out his editorials to someone else without 
letting them know? Suppose this someone 
else was an anonymous person not resident 
in their community or within a thousand 
miles of it--someone not working for the in
terest of their community or even the inter
est of their newspaper, but working for some 
special interest with an ax to grind of which 
the readers are not told." 

Lyons went on to berate . newspapers using 
INR and similar copy without identifying its 
source, then named 59 newspapers which had 
used a certain Hofer editorial concerning a 
speech by the president of Harvard Univer
sity. 

In concluding his article, Lyons stated "The 
medical profession has a procedure for mal
practice. So do the lawyers. There is an 
American Newspaper Publishers Association 
and an American Society of Newspaper Edi
tors, and there are ethical codes for journal
ism sponsored by these and by State press 
associations. This exhibit (the article) is 
offered to any who accept any responsibil1ty 
in these matters." 

Another critic of the Review, with a slightly 
different slant, is the editor of the Pleasant 
Hill (Mo.) Times. In an editorial reprinted 
in the January 8, 1955, St. Louis Post-Dis
patch, he said "Since 1913, the Hofers have 
been blanketing the rural press with essays 
on behalf of 'the essential well being of our 
country,' as they demurely phrase it." Then 
"It j.ust happens that the essential well
being of our country always coincides with 
the special interests of those industries-
notably oil, power, railroads, shipping, and 
stock exchanges-which pay the tab for the 
Hofers." 

And commenting on who receives the most 
benefits from INR he stated, "It is not the 
ink-stained chump who permits someone 
else to sell and collect for the space in his 
newspaper; not Uncle Sam, who must rule 
this a legitimate, tax-deductible business 
expense; not even the clients, who really 
ought to know the influence brought from a 
newspaper that would go for canned edi
torials isn't worth postage. The winner, by 
a technical knockout of everybody in the 
ring, is E. Hofer & Sons." 

But, although INR seems to be attacked 
from every angle, it evidently has many, 
many editors who think highly of it and use 
its copy. The Review claims a reproduction 
of 1,894,318 inches of its copy in 1953, and 
of that total, 14,332 inches reprinted in 
Colorado. These figures suggest that not 
all editors follow the policy in regard to INR 
suggested by a Colorado editor who neglected 
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to sign his name or indicate his paper: "An 
editor must think for himself." 

Mr. GAYLE WALDROP, 
D·irector, College of Journalism, University of 

Colorado, Boulder, Colo. 
DEAR MR. WALDROP: Thanks for sending us 

Denny Lowery's report in reply to our re
quest. We have made two copLes of it for 
our files, and are returning it to you. 

We had expected the report to be of a more 
academic nature based on the actual facts 
as supplied by the newspapers and by us. 
Any judgment, whether favorable or unfa
vorable, as to the merit of the work should 
have been stated clearly after a full presenta
tion of the subject. As so many of us do, 
I'm afraid Mr. Lowery allowed his prejudices 
to greatly influence the factual content of 
the report. 

We deal with economics, one of the social 
sciences, which branch of learning is unfor
tunately neither fish nor fowl. I took eco
nomics as my major in college and every
where found an attempt being made to lend 
the subject an exactitude possible only with 
the physical sciences. This cannot be done 
because, after all, any social science deals 
with the interrelationship between people, 
who are influenced not so much by exact 
mathematics, as they are by feelings, cus
toms, and personal judgments. 

Mr. Lowery fell into the trap of allowing 
his personal economic convictions, based on 
a nebulous mistrust of private business and 
our free enterprlse system, slop over to an 
alarming degree into what should have been 
a factual study of the Industrial News Re
view. I don't want to get into an ideological 
discussion. We are convinced that we can 
have political freedom and a representative 
form of government only by keeping the 
economic activity of the country in the 
hands of private citizens rather than govern
ment bodies. This has been proven often by 
the experiences of countless civilized societies 
through thousands of years of · recorded 
history. 

We feel strongly the importance of getting 
this idea before people generally in every part 
of the country. That's the only reason we're 
in this business. Any one of us could make 
as much or more money running a feed and 
seed store, or a grocery store, or selling auto
mobiles, or any of a number of things that 
are purely commercial. I believe some of the 
economics books call it "psychic income.d 
A person likes to be connected with an ac
tivity which he feels has some meanin,g or 
importance. That's probably why you are 
in the field of education. 

There is one thing that we would like Mr. 
Lowery to understand, and that is that the 
material which we sent him, and which he 
should have made some effort to understand, 
gave as true a statement of our intentions 
and picture of our business as it was possible 
to give. Our editorial policy is not decided 
by the size of anybody's check. We discuss 
subjects which we believe are of importance 
to the country, and our editorial support 
cannot be bought like a half page advertise
ment any more than can editorial space in 
the newspapers with which we work. We 
turn down a great many subjects which sim
ply do not flt our policy. Industries provide 
the support for our work, but industry does 
not tell us what to write. You or Mr. Low
ery, or any editor in the country are more 
than welcome to come into our ofHce any 
time and learn about any aspect of our pub
lication in which you are interested. We 
have no secrets. 

We do not like to have the integrity of the 
Industrial News Review questioned even by 
an uninformed person, but we never quarrel 
with anyone for disagreeing with our views. 
A divergence of opinion is a good thing. 
After all, a good rousing disagreement is 
what got this country started in the first 

place. I would suggest to Mr. Lowery, how
ever, that he give the benefit of the doubt 
to any person whose intentions and basic 
integrity he sets out to judge . . If he ever 
runs a newspaper he will soon find there 
would be no free press without private en
terprise to support it--government in busi
ness furnishes no business for newspapers. 

We have removed your name from our 
mailing list as requested. 

Very truly yours, 

Mr. L. V. HOFER, 
Industrial News Review, 
Portland, Oreg.: 

L. V. HOFER. 

MAY 16, 1955. 

This morning, with great interest, I read 
your letter to Mr. A. Gayle Waldrop concern
ing my report on the Industrial News Review 
in Colorado. 

To begin with, I agree wi·th you on one 
point. The report was not as good as it 
should have been. When I first began the 
study, I pictured the end result as being a 
polished, smartly written piece reflecting tre
mendous efi'ort and a great amount of cau
tious analyzing, balancing, and the presenta
tion of the facts. Although quite a bit of 
efi'ort did actually go into the report, the 
facts would not allow themselves to be bal
anced, and the report came out saying two 
things: (1) A majority of Colorado editors 
do not appreciate the Industrial News Re
view, and (2) through careful study of your 
releases, neither do I. 

Now, on to the next point. One of the baste 
elements of any new concept or undertak
ing is constructive criticism. I appreciated 
your criticism of the report, although I did 
not consider it to be too constructive. Now, 
in the same vein, I would like to criticize 
your criticism. 

1. In your lettei:, you stated the report was 
influenced by my "personal convictions, 
based on a nebulous mistrust of private busi
ness and our free enterprise system." Am I 
to assume then, that I am a misty, but bud
ding Socialist? 

My only answer to this point is that I 
have a faith in private business, and an ad
miration for free enterprise just as strong 
as you, or any other person in these United 
States. 

If my report was prejudiced, 0tr influenced 
to any degree, it probably stemmed from the 
reading of your releases, the research I did 
into your service, and the replies from the 
editors of Colorado newspaper~ very sin
cere and sensible lot, for the most part. 

2. As to the factual content of the paper, 
you will find it quite valid. If there 1s any 
prejudice in the report, it 1s in the 38 lines 
(of a 10-page report) where I commented 
on the wording and structure of your edi
torials. 

3. In your paragraph concerning your edi
torial policy and finances, I might point to 
one sentence whiC'h was a very nice under
statement. Industry might not tell you 
what to write, Mr. Hofer, but I'm sure you 
won't, and never have, "bitten the hand that 

· feeds you" by criticizing some phase of in
dustry. And I'm sure that you, as an eco
nomics ma.jC>l', will admit there are many 
phases of industry that need criticism. 

4. This fourth point 1s not a criticism, 
but a question: When the study was first 
proposed, just what did you expect the re
sults to be? 

I hope this letter wlll clear up a few mis
conceptions you have evidently drawn from 
the report. I will readily admit that I 
greatly lack experience in the field of gather
ing and preparing such reports, but as you 
say, Mr. Hofer, I expect the benefit of the 
doubt when my intentions and basic integ
rity are judged. 

DENNY LOWERY. 
GRAND JuNCTION, COLO. 

BEHOLD THE GRASSROOTS PRESS, ALAS 
(By Ben H. Bagdikian) 

(NoTE.-For a modest fee, you can put 
your message on the editorial page of hun
dreds of newspapers-because smalltown 
publishers are surprisingly willing to turn 
their editorial columns over to the press 
agents.) 

The unperishing myth of American jour
nalism is the ideal of the small town news
paper as the grassroots opinionmaker of the 
Nation, the last bastion of personal jour
nalism, the final arena where a single human 
being can mold a community with his con
victions and fearless iconoclasm. 

Needless to say, there are some small papers 
like this and they are marvels to behold. 
But the fact is that most small dailies and 
weeklies are the backyard of the trade, re
positories for any piece of journalistic junk 
tossed over the fence, run as often by print
shop proprietors as by editors. Mostly they 
serve as useful bulletin boards of births, 
deaths, and marriages {providing this news 
comes in by its own initiative); only in ex
ceptional cases do they raise and resolve im
portant local issues. When it comes to 
transmitting signals from the outside world, 
a remarkable number of these papers convey 
pure--that is, unadulterated-press agentry. 
Its subject matter, which is printed both as 
news and as editorial comment, ranges from 
mouthwash to politics-usually rightwing. 

Few readers realize that the publicity pipe
lines supplying the small papers are numer
ous, gushing, and free. A dozen large syn
dicates provide such material without charge 
to local papers, sometimes in printed or 
mimeographed form but more often in mats, 
the pressed cardboard molds into which hot 
type metal is poured to reproduce pictures 
and texts cheaply. These syndicates make 
their money by charging a fee to the propa
gandists who have something to sell. Some 
businesses and other organizations bypass 
the syndicates and send out their own canned 
goods to be reproduced as local products. 

For the past 3 years the National Associa
tion of Manufacturers has sent out editorials 
which have been picked up, usually ve·rbatim, 
by 600 daily newspapers, most· often without 
attribution to the NAM as source. The AFL
CIO sends out its material, too, but with far 
less success. In 1962 medicare was the sub
ject of a syndicated and boilerplate battle, 
with a volunteer promedicare group sending 
out through a commercial syndicate (at a 
cost of about $15,000) canned material, some 
of it from ofHcials of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare. In re
sponse, the American Medical Association 
used the usual syndicate channels, plus three 
articles that it sent to local medical affiliates, 
which presented them personally to their 
local papers. The fight still goes on. With
in the last few months, ailltimedicare edi
torials have appeared with miraculous simi
larity in widely separated places. Last May 
and June, for example, newspapers in South 
Carolina, Montana, and Michigan all ran edi
torials beginning, "Remember the medicare 
proposal of the Kennedy administration? It 
got nowhere." · 

But there is nothing like a political bal
ance in the "Qattle of boilerplate. In 1962 
the American Press, a trade magazine for 
small dailies and weeklies, polled a cross 
section of such papers and found that 84 
percent opposed any Government-sponsored 
medical or hospital aid to the aged, were 
strongly opposed to Federal aid to education, 
and were generally found in the rightwing 
Republican camp. The vast body of opinion 
picked up word-for-word by small papers is 
either strictly commercial or ultraconserva
tive. 

The reader, of course, is almost never told 
that he is seeing something other than the 
considered product of his local editor. 
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Look at the vision of the hard-fighting 

small-town editor, working late at night, his 
green eyeshade low, his fingers spasmodically 
attacking the typewriter, his mind anticipat
ing the angry reaction to his words by people 
he will have to face in the street, but decid
ing it is his moral duty to speak his mind. 
But behold what happens more often. The 
man is at his desk, all right, but if it is a very 
small paper, the editor is also the owner, ad 
salesman, and mailer. And he is not proc-

. essing issues and words through his mind. 
He has before him a dummy of page 2-
the girdle ad on the right, the tractor ad on 
the left, the annual American Legion carnival 
stepped between them, and 9 inches of 
remaining space reserved for news. It is not 
his mind that is creating and discriminating 
for this space. It is more likely his right 
hand, fishing through the purple mats and 
yellow mimeographed canned editorials in his 
lower drawer, feeling for one exactly 9 
column-inches long. Depending on the for
tuitous length and the luck of his fingers, 
what will triumph on page 2 the next day 
may be an article proclaiming the virtues of 
prune juice for regularity (compliments of 
the prune industry) or an editorial condemn
ing labor unions (compliments of a conserva
tive lobby). This is not to say that the.local 
editor disagrees with the prune juice or the 
social doctrine; one must assume that he 
does not. But the thrifty transmitter of the 
precast words of a public-relations man in 
Chicago who happened to plug his product in 
exactly 9 inches somehow seems disappoint
ing as the hero figure of American journalism. 

A FRIENDLY FAMILY BUSINESS 
One of the commercial conduits for the 

canned editorial, but not the largest, is the 
U.S. Press ·Association, Inc., which has a cos
mic sound enhanced by the parenthetical 
note next to its address: 12 miles from 
the White House. But it is a friendly 
family business ;run by a pleasant couple in 
McLean, Va. Mr. and Mrs. Robert Nelson 
Taylor will take your words and ideas, if 
they approve of them, and $175 of your 
money, and send your editorial message, free 
of charge, to 1,199 weeklies and 150 dailies. 
The Taylors don't hide from the local editor 
tpat he is getting conservative editorials 
that someone else has paid for. A standing 
box on top of the weekly batch of editor~ls 
says: 

"This · regular, comprehensive ~ervice is 
made possible by responsible American busi
ness institutions who pay an established 
fee to present timely business stories of 
free enterprise to grassroots Americans, 
'the most influential people in the world.' 
Clients do not dictate policy "' "' •. Our 
opinions remain our own. (The Taylors' 
devotion to old-fashioned capitalism in
cludes unashamed deployment of capital 
letters.)" 

In a brochure inviting clients to buy its 
service, U.S. Press offers them a measure of 
freedom of opinion: "Easy to use • • •. 
Just give us your story, in confere:r:ice or by 
mail or phone. We do the work: We write 
your editorial unless you want to. If we 
write it, or edit your copy, you have final 
OK." 

Among customers list,ed by the Taylors as 
having bought or written editorials dis
tributed by U.S. Press since June l, 1951, are 
some of the leading corporations in the 
country, plus such lobbying or special-inter
est groups as the American Bankers Associa
tion, American Cotton Manufacturers In
stitute, American Legion, American Petro
leum Institute, Bookmailer, Bourbon Insti
tute, National Association of Manufacture;rs, 
and the Right To Work Committee. 

Messages paid for or written by such 
groups go out under the masthead of U.S. 
Press Association, Inc., and typically are 
picked up by about 200 papers, each one run 
as the local paper's own opinion, usually on 

its editorial page. Mr. Taylor says he never 
tells the newspaper who paid for the edi
torial and this makes for an interesting 
guessing game. One mailing by U.S. Press 
last year, for example, included an editorial 
vigorously backing the railroad position in 
favor of enforced arbitration of its dispute 
with railroad unions. It called on Congress 
to make "arbitration compulsory." U.S. 
Press lists the Association of American Rail
roads as a paying client. 

Other editorials in the same mailing: 
1. Urged readers to watch a particular TV 

comedy program, noting that the hero gets 
the hilarious point of the plot "as will every 
viewer who has ever heard of a Purolator 
filter." (U.S. Press lists Purolator as a 
client.) 

2. Praised the steel industry and said it 
was incorrect to assume that the price of 
steel is rising. (Among clients listed by U.S. 
Press are American Iron and Steel Institute, 
and United States Steel.) 

3. Plugged Barry Goldwater and Brig. Gen. 
Bonner Fellers, head of the isolationist right
wing for America group. 

Much. of U.S. Press has been so fervently 
pro-Goldwater for so long that it was nat
ural for it to print zealous pieces for their 
man before the Republican Convention, 
though it is not evident who paid for them. 
Taylor. says he takes no money from politi
cal parties. In the usual accompanying edi
torial note to the July 14 mailing just before 
the Republican Convention, U.S. Press Editor 
Taylor quotes a favorite source, Adm. Ben 
Moreen, chairman of the ultraconservative 
Americans for Constitutional Action, de
nouncing Gov. William Scranton, of Pennsyl
vania, as "this brash young man." This was 
lavish praise compared to the quoted de
scriptions of the Johnson administration: 
" 'umbrella-squad' of native appeasers, peace
at-any-price champions (and) 'better Red 
than dead' zealots." The paid-for editorials 
have regularly boosted Goldwater and at
tacked his opponents. On July 7 an editorial 
said the anti-Goldwater forces in the GOP 
were trying to nominate a "moderate (the 
new word for left wing)." It ascribed this 
conspiracy to "Governor Scranton, backed up 
by his mysterious and afiluent backer-up
pers." In the same malling there was an
other pro-Goldwater editorial entitled, "The 
Scranton 'Image.'" (Mr. Taylor likes interior 
quotes as well as capital letters.) Leaden 
with heavy sarcasm, it described Scranton as 
"a Governor of some eastern State, Pennsyl
vania, we believe • "' • the man whom Dr. 
Milton Eisenhower (that's the general's east
ern brother) will be explaining to the con
vention.'' (Mr. Taylor, who seems to dislike 
things eastern, lives and works in McLean, 
Va., a suburb of Washington, D.C., "out 
where the West begins.") 

Some of U.S. Press editorials written by or 
for foreign clients came to the attention of 
Senator J. WILLIAM FULBRIGHT when he inves
tigated the action of foreign agents last year. 
U.S. Press, for example, carried fervent pro
Trujillo articles paid for with Dominican 
money while Rafael Trujillo was dictator. 
One such editorial was calle.d "Trujillo's First 
'Era,'" and it said, "Today the Dominican 
Republic • "' "' is a bulwark of strength 
against communism and has been widely 
cited as one of the cleanest, healthiest;, hap
piest countries on the globe. Guiding spirit 
of this fabulous transformation is Genera
lissimo Trujillo who worked tirelessly." 

HOW NAIVE IS THE EDITOR? 
Another editorial paid for by Dominican 

money urged readers to buy a book written 
by Dona Maria Martinez Trujillo, Wife of 
the fabulous four-time President of the Do
minican Republic. This U.S. Press editorial 
was picked up by papers in Zanesville, Ohio; 
Montpelier, Vt.; Beaver Falls, Pa.; Ger
mantown, Ohio; Middletown, Del.; Calais, 
Maine; and Deming, N. Mex., among others. 

In 1961, U.S. Press Association received 
$175 from the American public-relations 
firm, Selvage & Lee, which, acting for 
Portuguese principals to defend Portuguese 
colonial policy in Africa, hired U.S. Press 
to send out an editorial called "How To Woo 
the Communists." When Mr. Taylor was 
told by Sena tor Fut.BRIGHT that Selvage & 
Lee had received-for expenses and fees-in 
excess of $250,000 for its Portuguese propa
gandizing, the elderly man looked shocked. 
"I think our fees are too low," he said . 

Mr. Taylor told Senator FULBRIGHT he was 
paid by the Netherlands Government to run 
an editorial praising the character of a vis
iting Dutch princess. "I did not meet her, 
unfortunately,'' Mr. Taylor said, "but I be
lieve I was telling the truth." Mr. Taylor 
looked relieved when a Senator said he had 
met the Princess and she seemed to be a nice 
girl. Later, the editor of U.S. Press told me, 
"I never send out anything I do not think 
is good for the United States or that I think 
is not so." Senator FULBRIGHT obviously took 
a dim view of U.S. Press' editorial activities 
on behalf of unnamed clients. (Possibly the 
Senator was stung by Taylor's casual dis
closure that the Fut.BRIGHT'S own family 
paper in Fayetteville, Ark., had used U.S. 
Press editorials.) How, the Senator asked, 
could a local editor know that a paid propa
gandist, Selvage & Lee, had written the pro
Portuguese editorial? 

"I think you are disparaging the judgment 
and keenness of the great American news
paper editor,'' Mr. Taylor said. 

"I just want to say I don't see how you 
can possibly expect them to know that this 
editorial was written by Selvage & Lee," 
the Senator insisted. 

"I don't intend for them to. know that, 
frankly," Taylor replied. 

Samuel Bledsoe, a Selvage & Lee ofilcial, 
sounded more realistic when he said, "I 
think it is pretty well known to anybody 
who is not naive that some interest is pay
ing for it. The people who print it. They 
know that they are getting it free. They are 
not so naive." 

Naive or not, the newspaper editor who re
ceives such free editorials would have to be 
extraordinarily dense not to know that it 
was paid..:for ax grinding. When U.S. Press, 
for example, distributed an editorial, as it 
did, urging the use of refiectorized tape on 
automobile bumpers as a safety measure,. the 
editor does not have to know that one of 
U.S. Press' clients is Minnesota Mining and 
ManUfacturing, makers of refiectorized tape, 
to suspect that someone is making a com
mercial pitch. While it is not unknown for 
a newspaper editor to be extraordinarily 
dense, it is more likely that he recognizes 
the press agentry but doesn't care because it 
is a cheap and agreeable way to fill space. 

WHAT IT COSTS THE READER 
The result is that almost any private citi

zen or special group can buy his way into 
the editorial columns of smaller papers with 
relative ease and low cost. In the process 
the reader loses his major protection against 
manipulated news-the professional jour
nalist. 

If you were a reader of the Uniontown, Pa., 
Independent for April 18, 1963, a weekly of 
about 2,000 circulation, you would have seen 
a column called "About Your Health." It 
seemed to be a syndicated news feature with 
a standing logortype of a silhouetted micro
scope. The author was Dr. R. I. Schattner, 
whose picture appeared in the text. The sub
ject for the day was "Vacant Smiles," in 
which Dr. Schattne·r wrote that 22 million 
Americans are "without a single natural 
tooth" and that the major cause of this 
toothlessness is gum disease and the major 
cause of that is tartar. "However,'' the good 
doctor wrote, "tartar can be coped with 
• "' · •. During treatment, Chloraseptic 
Mouthwash is an excellent topical anesthetic 
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for controlling soreness in these tender gum 
conditions. This nonprescriptive medication 
also may be used as an antiseprtic to main
tain good oral hygiene." 

It is no de:rogation of Chloraseptic Mouth
wash (which has received admiring clinical 
reports) to report that at thrut time it was 
owned by Dr. Schattner who had invented, 
promoted, and was selling it. He is an in
telligent, ambitious, and engaging man, a 
resident of Washington, D.C., who sees the 
public relations-news syndrome in Amer ican 
newspapering far more clearly than do many 
practitionen> and professors of journalism. 
His column· on "Vacant Smiles" appeared in 
about 200 papers, thanks to a strictly cash 
arrangement. Dr. Schattner told me: 

"I paid a commercial artist abou~ $25 to 
draw that microscope logotype and then I 
paid Derus Media Service in Chicago a little 
under $300 to distribute the whole thing in 
mat form to 1,800 weeklies and dailies. We 
checked placement by using a clipping serv
ice: 200 papers picked it up, so it cost me 
$300. If I had run it as an ad in the same 
papers I figure it would have cost at least 
10 times as much. But as a health column 
or as news, it isn't advertising which would 
offend some professional codes, and it's much 
more effective." 

Early this year the Wall Street Journal re
ported that Dr. Schattner sold Chloraseptic 
Mouthwash to Norwich Pharmacal Co. for 
more than $4 million. 

Large newspapers are not safe from this 
tlood of unfiltered propaganda. Their own 
processing of news and editorials is usually 
more professional, and while the public
relations syndicates get through with suc
cessful penetrations from time to time, the 
mechanical use of canned material tends to 
be 11.mited in the metropolitan press to spe
cial pages like women, finance, travel, and 
real estate. The great, gorgeous photographs 
Of cottage-cheese delight or tunafl.sh pizza 
that are the standardized centerpieces for 
household pages are provided free by the 
companies selling the goods in the picture. 
If it is a color photograph, it is almost a 
certainty that the food company provided the 
expensive color separations. The glowing 
travel articles in some of the greatest papers 
show up word for word-all taken from a 
publicity release-in still othm-, otherwise 
great papers. In such papers, the chief dif
ference from small papers--other than the 
concentration in special sections-is that the 
photos and text are engraved and typeset by 
the loca:l newspaper, rather than being repro
duced from mats. Big papers usually have 
unions which reject the use of mats. 

For the earnest, openhearted believer 1n 
the editor as the unsleeping guardian of 
every inch of news and editorial space, it is 
a shock to look at the scrapbooks of clippings 
compiled by the public-relations firms. The 
scrapbooks are important to the process. 
Some cynics insist that the canned editorials 
and oommercial pluggery have little effect on 
sales or persuasion and that their chief func
tion is to fill the scrapbooks which the 
public-relations operators then show the 
clients as proof that the clLents ought to 
continue. 

This explains why most of this press 
agentry is plainly marked for those who 
know what to look for. In many photo
graphs and cartoon features there is a symbol 
printed in a corner. "K," for example, 
means Central Feature News, which distr~b
utes free cartoons and food pictures; it also 
uses a small "f" for its printed features. 
"MS" appears on material from Master Syn
dicate, which has distributed, noncommit
tally, medicare, AFL-CIO, and pro-Nixon 
copy. "Z" is for Editors Syndicate, "G" for 
Precis, "FM" for Fred Morris Associates, and 
so forth. The symbol serves as a signal to 
the commercial clipping services which daily 
scan every paper in the country and compile 
the clippings for scrapbooks by which the 

syndicates and PR men keep score. There 
are times when an ideological point would 
be stronger if the lobbying group kept its 
name out of the canned editorial, but it is 
often put in nonetheless so that the clipping
service reader can pick up the key words 
when the time comes to see how well the 
distribution worked. 

It may be that commercial pluggery is 
relatively ineffective except for convincing 
the propagandists themselves. But it is 
hard to dismiss it all. Even if the charge 
were true, it would put the newspapers in 
the position of giving away what they ought 
to sell, advertising space. More important, 
such irresponsible editing helps destroy in 
the minds both of the advertisers and the 
readers the crucial distinction by which the 
Am,erican press lives--the difference between 
news and advertising. 

A PERVERSE RULE 

The political effect of canned rightwing 
messages is not easily measured. For one 
thing, they appear mostly in rural areas, 
which tend to be conservative anyway. And, 
undoubtedly, most editors who put such 
material in their papers agree with it; per
haps, left to their own devices, they would 
write the same kind of pieces. But there is 
a profound difference between the identical 
NAM editorial appearing in 600 newspapers 
and 600 local editors . thinking and writing 
about what the NAM has to say. The effect 
of the canned editorial is to make more rigid 
what is already a limited political and intel
lectual environment and to inhibit the indi
vidualistic responses which defenders of the 
rural life say they value. 

Because rural papers have a dispropor
tionate political impact and because they 
happen to be the major carriers of canned 
opinion, we are confronted with a perverse 
rule: The smaller the newspaper, the greater 
its relative influence in national politics. 

There are 435 congressional districts in 
the country, and in this year's 88th Congress, 
203 of these, 46 percent, were rural districts. 
Our population is at least 70 percent urban. 
In many of these rural congressional dis
tricts the leading paper is a small one, in 106 
of them the leading paper has less than 
10,000 circu1ation. In 12 of them the only 
paper is a weekly. To imply that a small 
circulation automatically means surrender 
to boilerplate is unfair to a number of small 
dailies and weeklies which, whatever their 
politics, are plainly the product of diligent 
personal editorship, and precisely in those 
places where this takes courage be ca use the 
editor does literally have to face his readers 
on the street. But no one can look at the 
common run of small papers-and at the col
lected rightwing opinion which they me
chanically reproduce-without being ap
palled at the standardized puffery that floods 
the countryside. 

The Member of Congress almost never 
ignores what the small papers in his district 
say. For one thing, he may be interested in 
what the editor thinks is important. Fo'l' 
another, he wants to know what is going into 
his constituents' heads. It is irrelevant to 
the Congressman that the editorial may be a 
canned one written by a paid propagandist 
in New York or Chicago or Indianapolis. He 
knows that, whoever paid for it or wrote it, 
when it appears in a leading paper in his dis
trict it has helped establish the political 
norm among his constituents. 

So behold the small-town editor. He may 
be a conscientious journalist and community 
leader who thinks out issues for himself and 
writes what he thinks. Let the record show, 
futilely, no doubt, that this writer knows 
such men exist; some of his best friends are 
creative and courageous small-town editors. 
But beware that the grassroots winnower 
of great issues may not be the thinking edi
torial mind, but the circling editorial hand, 
feeling in the lower drawer for the bit of pre
fabricated politics and pluggery that hap-

pens to fit, in inches and ideology, that 
sacred interstice for which all newspaperdom 
is supposed to exist: the space between the 
ads. 

RELATION BETWEEN WEST GER
MANY AND ISRAEL 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, I read with great interest the re
marks of the distinguished minority 
leader, Senator DIRKSEN, relative to the 
relationships between the Federal Re
public of West Germany and the Repub
lic of Israel which appeared in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of March 25-
pages 5863 to 5868'- I would like to as
sociate myself with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle, and especially the 
minority leader, in paying tribute to 
Chancellor Erhard of the Federal Re
public of Germany and Prime Minister 
Eshkol of Israel for their high states
manship and firm policy in defying the 
tactics of Nasser and finally establish
ing diplomatic relations between their 
two free nations, both loyal and trusted 
allies of the United States. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to insert after my remarks the fol
lowing articles relating to this matter: 
the New York Times, March 31, article 
entitled, "Germans and Nazi Trials," the 
Herald Tribune, March 31, article "Er
hard Vows Drive Against Nazis," and the 
Washington Post, March 29, editorial, 
"Paying a War Debt." 

The 8th of May will be the 20th anni
versary of the enslavement of 17 million 
Germans who live behind the Berlin wall. 
The Atlantic Charter guarantees all peo
ple self-determination. We have sacri
ficed our men_on the battlefield to help to 
bring freedom to this world, and I recall 
with deep emotions the speech delivered 
by the late President Kennedy in front of 
the Berlin wall, and statements by Presi
dent Johnson, assuring the German peo
ple that we will not rest until the Berlin 
wall is broken down and until the Ger:.. 
man people are reunited as a free dem
ocratic nation. We have witnessed in 
Korea and South Vietnam what it means 
to fight for freedom. We will never have 
to witness such a tragedy between the 
two parts of Germany, as the Germans 
behind the wall are praying daily to 
be reunited with their own countrymen, 
as they have experienced communism 
firsthand, and are longing for the day 
when the commitment will be carried 
out that they are free again and part of 
their own country. Just think of it, Mr. 
President, it is already 20 years, and a 
new generation has come into being in 
the Federal Republic completely demo
cratically inclined-a country that was 
built from ashes with our help and the 
help of our allies under the brilliant lead
ership of former · Chancellor Adenauer 
and his distinguished successor, Chan
cellor Erhard, with the help of all our 
allies and the help of all the German 
political parties. 

I think it is important for us t.o recog
nize who the man is that Moscow has 
imposed on the German people behind 
the Berlin wall as their boss and dictator. 
He is an old Stalinist, Walter Ulbricht, 
and I believe it important that we and 
all the free world keep in mind that 1 7 
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million people who want to be free still 
live under the yoke of the old Stalin 
creation. I pray that it will not be long 
and that this matter can be settled 
peacefully and through negotiations. 
The S'Oviet Union was a party to the four 
power agreement, and must be reminded 
to carry out its bargain. Without the 
help of the United States, the blood we 
shed and the equipment we provided 
during World War II, the Soviet Union, 
too, could well have been enslaved com
pletely under Hitler. 

The President of the United States has 
repeatedly pleaded for peace. He, like all 
of us, abhors war, and warlike action. 
Therefore, the United States must be 
strong, remain strong, in order to. ke~p 
peace. While our present attention lS 

with the situation in the Far East and 
South Vietnam, let us not overlook our 
commitment to our loyal allies. The 
Federal Republic has carried out its com
mitment now to Israel and has also ex
tended the statute of limitations against 
Nazi murderers in order to find all the 
criminals who were tools, executioners 
and terrorists of Hitler and brought so 
much tragedy to the free world. 

I, too, want to join the minority leader 
in paying tribute to American Jewry, 
which played a historical part in its 
restraint on this problem. I know when 
the day comes that the German Ambas
sador reports to the President of Israel 
to present his credentials, and the Israeli 
Ambassador arrives in Bonn to present 
his credentials to the President of the 
Federal Republic, it will be a day in 
which not only all free nations will re
joice, but especially our countrymen of 
German ancestry and Jewish faith. 

I am glad that the minority leader 
has made available to us his documenta
tion and analysis of this great historical 
event. In the days ahead I hope that 
many Members of Congress will take the 
floor to remind the free world that the 
fight is not over until every man is free 
and the people behind the wall have 
again become citizens of their own coun
try, the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Last week distinguished professors 
from American and European univer
sities and renowned statesmen and mem
bers of t'he European parliaments had a 
3-day conference in Chicago, sponsored 
by the Foundation for Foreign Affairs, 
Inc. At this conference Dr. Axel See
berg, editor in chief of the Soontagsblatt, 
Hamburg, who ranks as one of the world's 
great foreign affairs editors, delivered 
several lectures to this distinguished 
audience on the reunification of Ger
many. I ask unanimous consent that a 
summary of his lectures be inserted here 
in the RECORD so we all have the benefit 
of his penetrating analysis of the situa
tion. 

There being no objection, the materiai 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, 
Mar. 29, 1965] . 

PAYING A WAR DEBT 
The crimes committed by the Nazi regime 

continue to haunt the politics of West Ger
many. By extending the period for 5 years 
in which war crimes can be prosecu:ted, the 
Bundestag has shown a decent respect for 
world opinion even though the decision wlll 

be unpopular with many Germans. Under 
existing laws, no new prosecutions for war 
crimes are possible after May 6-the 20th 
anniversary of the German surrender. The 
bill which the Government is expected to 
approve changes the base year for the 20-year 
statute of limitations to 1949, when the 
Allied occupation regime formally came to 
an end. 

Chancellor Erhard's decision to favor ex
tension is causing him political problems. A 
dissenting Minister of Justice, Ewald Bucher, 
is resigning. Mr. Bucher is a Free Demo
crat, and the Chancellor needs his party's 
votes to coxnmand a majority in Parliament. 
It is considered unlikely that any other Free 
Democrat would agree to serve as Minister 
of Justice and sign a bill that is opposed by 
his party. . 

Yet Mr. Erhard can have the satisfaction of 
being on the right side of the controversy. 
The Nazi crimes were unique in their horror 
and unparalleled in_ magnitude during this 
century. To argue that extension of the 
statute of limitations is somewhat compara
ble with Hitler's own infringements on basic 
laws is to contend that the excesses of Nazism 
provide an argument for allowing Nazi mur
derers to escape punishment. It would be 
highly disquieting if misplaced devotion to 
the letter of the law led Germany to exempt 
from prosecution those involved in systematic 
extermination of millions of people. 

Five years is a minimum period of exten
sion, and the problem will arise again in the 
future. But for the moment Chancellor 
Erhard and his supporters in the Bundestag 
have made an important payment on Ger
many's enduring war debt. 

[From the New York Times, Mar. 31, 1965] 
GERMANS AND NAZI TRIALS: PEOPLE BELIEVE 

THAT THE NEW GERMANY Is BEING MADE 
To PAY FOR SINS OF OLD -

(By Arthur J. Olsen) 
BONN, March 30.-Shortly after the West 

German Parliament approved extension of 
the statutory deadline for the prosecution of 
Nazi criminals, a television coxnmentator sar
castically suggested the unpopularity of the 
move. 

"I should like to express the thanks of the 
German people to the members of Parlia
ment for the high level of the debate, and 
to the people of Tel Aviv and New York who 
made it possible," he said. 

The commentator pointed up the feeling 
that the extension bill was enacted under 
heavy pressure from abroad. 

In one opinion poll 73 percent of the 
women and 65 percent of the men approached 
replied "yes" to the question: "Do you think 
prosecutions of Nazi criminals should be 
brought to an end?" 

The small Free Democratic Party, whose 
strategists have decided to seek electoral for
tune this year in an appeal to the national
ists' vote, took this and similar opinion stud
ies at face value. 

This was the basis of the Free Democrats' 
decision to oppose dramatically any exten
sion of the hunt for Nazi criminals. 

BONN NOT ENTHUSIASTIC 
It is by no means certain that the small 

party's position will assist its struggle for 
survival. It is clear that the West German 
Government took one of the major moral de
cisions of its brief history without enthusi
asm. 

Did this action mask a lingering sympathy 
for the gray-haired men and women who are 
marching to the dock in courtrooms all over 
the Republic? Do West Germans today pri
vately repudiate their formal repudiation of 
Germany's Nazi heritage? 

Barring the insignificant right radical 
fringe-1 or 2 adult citizens out of 100-
this is patently not so. Rarely is a voice 
raised in defense of the accused--even of 
the group of elderly nurses who explained to 

a Munich court that they had given lethal 
injections to mental patients because Herr 
Doktor had assured them that it was not 
only legal but merciful to do so. 

West Germans recoil from the repetitive 
trials today because they feel that the new 
Germany is being made to pay for the sins of 
the old. 

For the ordinary citizen, who does not 
identify with the ex-Nazi defendants, these 
trials niean first of all a raking over of the 
vanished past to the injury of the painstak
ingly built reputation of post-Nazi Germany. 

West German Army conscripts, not yet 
born in the Hitler era, were met on a NATO 
exercise in Denmark this month with protest 
demonstrations and cries of "Nazi!" Read
ing about it back home, their fathers think 
it would not have happened if the trials had 
not freshened old memories. 

OTHER EFFECTS OF TRIALS 
The trials also tend to exacerbate a prob

lem of generations ("What did you do during 
the war, father?") And they offer the coun
try's extreme right an opportunity to hitch 
its kite to a potentially broad-based resent
ment. 

Many a citizen, holding no brief whatever 
for the man in the dock, honestly believes it 
is healthier for the new Germany to "close 
the books." Most of all, he believes it is time 
for the world to let the German people off 
probation. 

"When you consider Germany's history as 
a whole, we as a nation have nothing to be 
ashamed of," said Chancellor Erhard in a 
recent speech in Berlin. 

"The German people have again become 
somebody," he told a Christian Democratic 
Party rally Sunday. 

But Dr. Eugen Gerstenmaier, the President 
of the Bundestag, said the next day that this 
was not yet quite so. 

"German policy in the West must take into 
account a continuing reserve and inner 
aloofness, even if it be politely veiled," he 
said. 

Not a few West Germans, as judged from 
letters to the editor and afterhours discus
sions in bars, react to their continuing "pro
bationary" status with a sense of injustice. 

Germans were the victims as well as the 
perpetrators in the savagery surrounding 
World War II, they say. Who is wringing his 
hands over the unpunished murderers in 
Eastern Europe, for example? they ask. 

Despite the side effects of the trials of 
Nazis and the wish that it all could be con
signed to history, West Germany has decided 
to go forward with the Nazi hunt and the 
prosecutions for at least almost 5 years more. 

This was the achievement of a group of 
West Germans that is very probably a nu
merical minority--01der persons of con
science and a younger generation that insists 
on "mastering the past." 

A little-noticed fact of perhaps equal sig
nificance is that only a much smaller minor
ity found a voice to raise in protest. 

[From the New York Herald Tribune, Mar. 
31, 1965} 

ERHARD Vows DRIVE AGAINST NAZIS 
DUESSELDORF, GERMANY.-Chancellor L"lid

wig Erhard yesterday assured an American 
Jewish leader that there will be no letup in 
West Germany's .effort to bring to justice 
Nazis guilty of crimes against the Jews. 

Mr. Erhard made the pledge to Rabbi 
Joachim Prinz, president of the American 
Jewish Congress and chairman of the con
ference of presidents of major American Jew
ish organizations. 

Rabbi Prinz told newsmen later that he 
had "full confidence" in Mr. Erhard's as
surances. 

A Bonn spokesman said Mr. Erhard 
stressed to Rabbi Prinz that West Germany 
will "firmly and conscientiously continue its 
efforts to investigate the crimes against the 
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Jews during the Nazi dictatorial era and 
bring the guilty to justice." 

He said Parliament's recent vote to extend 
the statute of limitations on Nazi murders 
from this May 8 to January 1, 1970 was dis
cussed "within the framework of general 
problems of common interest" by Mr. Erhard 
and Rabbi Prinz in talks at a Duesseldorf 
hotel. 

Rabbi Prinz came here from West Berlin 
where he was the guest or Mayor Willy 
Brandt and the city government. 

Rabbi Prinz told a news conference that 
Mr. Erhard "impresses me as a man of deep
est convictions who stands by his word and 
belief. One can trust him." 

Rabbi Prinz said he "regretted to have to 
report my impression that too few Germans 
take an interest in politics • • • West Ger
mans strike me as generally too well-fed and 
complacent." 

But he said students he talked to at West 
Berlin's Free University "show there are still 
young people who express themselves freshly 
and critically." He said he received many 
"sympathetic and interesting" letters from 
all parts of the country during his visit. 
One, Rabbi Prinz told newsmen, was "antl
Sem.itic in content." It was unsigned. 

THE HOPES AND FEARS OF GERMAN 
REUNIFICATION 

(By Dr. Axel Seeberg, Sonntagsblatt, 
Hamburg) 
SUMMARY 

(The following summary contains an 
abridgement of parts 1, 2, and 3 of Dr. See
berg's lecture. Part 4, concerned with the 
division of Germany as an aspect of German 
politics, is given in full. Part 5, dealing with 
the Soviet attitude toward the German ques
tion, ts again abridged, while the concluding 
section on possible solutions of the German 
question is again given in full.) 

The remarks to follow constitute the per
sonal observations and opinions of the 
speaker. As a German, he cannot avoid a 
feeling of involvement in many respects; 
an involvement that cannot be suppressed 
tn describing or judging specific problems. 
There are a number of moral approaches to 
the German problem. One such approach 
that has been relatively little discussed lies 
in the attempt by the rulers of the Soviet 
zone to bring about a systematic transforma
tion of human consciousness, against the 
will of the individuals concerned. It is the 
speaker's conviction that such attempts to 
manipulate human personality belong 
among the gravest crimes against humanity, 
and are little better than the physical de
struction of human beings. This judgment 
is based on the fact that the distinguishing 
feature of human personality is spiritual 
existence. 

The second part of the presentation deals 
with the division of Germany and with ef
forts to reunite that country, with special 
reference to factors that endanger world 
peace. The speaker considers the division 
of Germany dangerous because it is based 
on a vacuum in the center of Europe. So 
long as this vacuum is not filled by a rela
tively powerful state, the continued presence 
of Soviet troops in the eastern part of Ger
many and Western troops in West Germany 
will be inevitable, the function of each force 
being to prevent the other from occupying 
the rest of Germany. This situation results 
tn the immediate confrontation of Western 
and Soviet troops, so that every incident in
volves the danger of an immediate warlike 
encounter of Western and Eastern troops. 
It ts an illusion to believe that relaxation 
alone, without German reunification, can 
effectively change this situation. The objec
tion sometimes raised in Eastern quarters, 
that efforts to achieve reunification disturb 
the laboriously maintained world balance of 
power and thus endanger peace, has no basts 

tn fact. It is clearly far less dangerous to 
seek a controlled reunification through a 
common policy of the four responsible world 
powers than tt ts to leave things to the 
spontaneous turbulent course of history. 

The foreign policy of the German Federal 
Republic seeks the following objectives: 
Security for the Federal Republic; mainte
nance of world peace; European unification; 
and German reunifica tton. 

Because of moral considerations, because 
of popular desire for a policy of peace, and 
because it recognizes the limitations of the 
German power potential, the Government of 
the Federal Republic has renounced any as
pirations toward world power. In this re
spect, it has set its goals lower than those 
of the Kaiser's Germany or National Socialist 
Germany. This fact ls reflected in the Ger
man renunciation of atomic weapons. The 
German abandonment of claims to world 
power has its effects, both in shaping the 
specific goals of reunification, and in the 
choice of means to achieve them. 

During the first 10 years of its existence, 
the Federal Republic accorded security a cer
tain priority over the other goals. After a 
degree of military balance and the resulting 
security had been achieved through NATO, 
the European and German goals assumed a 
more prominent position. The overtly na
tionalist policy of President De Gaulle in 
Common Market negotiations has resulted in 
the strengthening of public support for na
tional political goals within the Federal Re
public. Reunification, however, never has 
been and ls not now the only foreign-policy 
goal of the Federal Republic. The goal of 
reunification and the other goals of German 
foreign policy exert significant mutual influ
ences on each other. 

The following arguments are advanced in 
Germany to support efforts toward reunifi-
cation: . 

The sundering of human ties is unbear
able; the unity of Germany corresponds to 
the general national structure of States 
throughout the world, especially in Europe, 
and most particularly in Eastern Europe. 
The will for reunification therefore a 
natural, spontaneous, and elementary phe
nomenon; denial of German unity violates 
the principle of democratic self-determina
tion; 

Only German reunification can lead to 
genuine relaxation and thus to permanent 
peace; 

Reunification will reduce the danger of a 
bolshevisation of Europe; 
The reunification policy of the German 

Federal Government is expressly recognized 
by the Western Powers in the general agree
ment of 1954, and accepted as a goal of West
ern policy. 

Various arguments against German reuni
fication are advanced by the governments, 
Communist parties, and certain sectors of 
the population in Eastern bloc States. Anal
ogous arguments are heard in the West 
from certain sectors of public opinion. 

One line of argument commonly heard in 
the East admits the possibility of German 
reunification in principle, but attempts to 
eliminate it as a subject of quadripartite 
negotiation and thus to hamper reunifica
tion altogether by focusing attention on the 
establishment of two German partial states, 
which are supposed to negotiate with each 
other. Another argument is that reunifica
tion is impossible in any case because of the 
different political structure of the "two Ger
man states." It is sometimes contended that 
reunification can take place only when the 
"socialist achievements" of the German 
Democratic Republic (Soviet Zone) are ex
tended to all Germany. Every now and then 
a limited dem111tarlzation of Germany is 
mentioned as a prerequisite for reunifica
tion. One argument that ls not encountered 
is that a new popular consciousness, that 

is to say a new nation, has arisen in the 
Soviet Zone. 

Among the arguments against German re
unification heard in the West is the conten
tion that it cannot be realized because of 
Russian objection. In the interest of gen
eral relaxation of tensions, therefore, the 
demand must be set aside. It is also argued 
that the German people does not strongly 
desire reunification, and that a new national 
consciousness is emerging in the Soviet 
Zone. Still ano.ther argument is that a re
united Germany could not be integrated 
into the Western m111tary system and would 
therefore destroy Western security. Some 
argue that considerations of security would 
lead a reunited Germany to follow a policy 
of m111tary strength that would involve it 
once more in the quest for world power. 
Finally, it is argued, that a reunited Ger
many would, through its size and strength, 
exercise a natural hegemony within the 
European Economic Community. Such a de
velopment would either make European uni
fication impossible, or lead to its abuse by 
Germany. 

So far as the attitude of the German peo
ple and the alleged new national conscious
ness in the Soviet Zone are concerned, these 
objections are without any foundation. In 
assessing popular movements, it is never to 
be expected that they will involve all people 
to the same degree. The test is rather that 
of mass resonance to goals actively promoted 
by relatively small elites. Resonance to the 
movement for German unification is clear 
and generally positive in both parts of Ger
many. Only the small minority of convinced 
Communists rejects unification, and they a.re 
by no means unanimous about it. 

There is no difference in the opinions of 
political parties, religions, or sociological 
groups in West Germany concerning the de
sirability of German reunification. In the 
Soviet Zone, it is theoretically possible that 
a new national consciousness might some day 
emerge. Such processes tend, however, to last 
several generations, especially when they have 
to overcome traditional forms of political 
awareness. Because the Soviet Zone is closely 
linked to current happenings in West Ger
many through the television, radio, and other 
media, the process of separatist political de
velopment would probably take longer than 
would have been the case in earlier centuries. 
At the present time the vast majority of the 
population in East Germany regard the Com
munists as tools of Soviet imperialism. A 
certain identification with the misery of the 
Soviet Zone may also be observed, but does 
not change this fundamental attitude. 

Concerning the division of Germany as an 
aspect of Soviet foreign policy, the speaker 
points to two different sets of motives that 
guide the Kremlin in its foreign affairs. One 
set reflects traditional Russian imperialism 
within regional limits, and the other ls an 
expression of Communist world-revolutionary 
politics. The two patterns are mutually in
terlocking. The importance of Russian na
tional politics for the Communist Party de
rives from the fact that--ln Europe at least-
Russian imperialism has proved to be the 
single available means for spreading commu
nism. In Moscow's East European vassal 
states, communism rests on the points of 
Soviet bayonets. 

Since 1945, Soviet policy concerning Ger
many has manifested two different tenden
cies. At times, the Kremlin has sought to 
restore an all-German state. Its motive in 
doing so was the desire to head off the pos
sible exploitation of the West German po
tential by the Western Powers. Since 1955 
the Soviet Union, having recognized the fail
ure of a policy based on reunification, has 
adopted the opposite policy. From then un
til the present time it has adhered to a policy 
of preventing reunlflcation. 
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From the contemporary Soviet point of 
view, the following reasons militate against 
a reunification of Germany: 

1. The possible deterioration of Russia's 
strategic position in Europe; 

2. The danger that reu.nlfication would 
raise for communism in East-Central Eu-

roE~;Fear that a reunification would be 
regarded as a defeat for the Soviet Union 
and for communism-in Europe; and 

4. The pressure of world-revolutionary agi
tation by China. 

A factor which might lead Soviet policy 
to look more kindly on the prospect of Ger
man r eunification is the realization that nei
ther the German people nor the Western Pow
ers are prepared to abandon reunificat~on as 
a long-range objective. Because of this, the 
Russian position in Eastern Germany is 
bound to collapse whenever Russia is shaken 
by a serious crisis. The Soviets might also 
consider that, because of the importance of 
the German Federal Republic with its 12 
divisions for Western strategy, any attempt 
to achieve relaxation of world tensions 
through a Russian-Western arrangement 
without a solution of the German problem 
is certain to founder on the rock of German 
resistance. The Soviet Union could, on the 
other hand, achieve a far more rapid ~evel
opment of its economy by the reallocation of 
wasteful armament expenditures for produc
tive purposes-a reallocation which a gen
uine solution of the German problem would 
make possible. 

There ls no doubt that contemporary So
viet foreign policy is dominated by negative 
considerations. The Soviets hope to over
come the western Powers, the Federal Re
public, and the resistance in the Soviet Zone 
through a policy of attrition. In concluding 
this section, the speaker warns against the 
false hope that the so-called liberalization 
in the Soviet Union will have any significant 
influence on the European policy of that 
state: Talks on relaxation of tensions are 
designed to achieve a consolidation of the 
position of the Soviet Union in central Eu
rope combined with a reduction in arma
ments. They do not contemplate the liqui
dation of Soviet imperialism in that area. 

In considering, finally, the possibilities of 
finding a solution to the German question, 
it ls hardly necessary to observe that neither 
war nor the threat of war are acceptable 
means. Both are excluded by the realities 
of atomic warfare and the atomic pact. For 
this reason the strategy once contemplated 
by John Foster Dulles is no longer available. 
Aside from the possible exploitation of un
predictable events, such as a serious weak
ening of the Soviet Union, the only way to 
achieve reunification is through agreement 
of the four powers, who both formally and 
in fact are responsible for the German ques
tion. The Western Powers are definitely de
termined to achieve the goal of reunifica
tion. The Soviet Union has attempted since 
the mid-1950's to secure the abandonment 
of this goal. A change in the Soviet attitude 
ls only conceivable if the interest of the 
Soviet Union in solving the problem can be 
aroused. 

A Soviet interest in solving the German 
problem might emerge as a consequence of 
the Soviet desire for disarmament or arms 
limitation-a desire that ls a matter of con
troversy in Soviet internal politics. It might 
conceivably be an attractive prospect for 
the Soviet Union to be able to employ its 
own economic potential for general develop
ment of the country-especially for internal 
consumption and as a tool of foreign policy 
to gain influence in Asia and Africar-rather 
than expending it on the armament of mm
tary divisions. With this thought in mind, 
the Kremlin might be led to accept the idea 
that disarmament- must be accompanied by 
appropriate solutions of political problems, 
without which it remai:r:s impossible. Con-

slderations of this kind formed the basis for 
the Herter plan, which contemplated the 
combination of gradual disarmament and a 
gradual solution of the German question. 
Pursuance of the plan was blocked by the 
Soviet hope to achieve disarmament or arms 
limitation without concessions on political 
matters, as well as by the change of Gov
ernment in the United States. 

SENATOR ANDERSON HONORED--
BACKS RESOURCES COUNCIL 
PROPOSAL 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, on 

Friday evening, at its eighth biennial 
wilderness conference, the Sierra Club 
made the senior Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] an honorary 
lifetime member-a recognition he very 
richly deserved. I take special pride in 
the brilliant career of the Sena tor from 
New Mexico, because he is a distin
guished native son of South Dakota, and 
a graduate . of my alma mater, Dakota 
Wesleyan University. 

Among the .numerous conservation 
measures which Senator ANDERSON has 
successfully sponsored in the past few 
years is the Wilderness Preservation Act. 
That act, which I was privileged to .au
thor as a Member of the House in 1957, 
is a historymaking document. It is the 
first time in world history that a nation 
has established a system of undisturbed, 
natural areas, to be preserved in their 
natural condition, for recreation, sci
entific, and cultural values. 

The Senator from New Mexico was 
also the author of the bill, in 1958, which 
set up the Outdoor Recreation Resources 
Review Commission. It has led to the 
creation of a Bureau of Outdoor Recrea
tion, establishment of a land and water 
conservation fund, and a major na
tional movement to provide adequate 
recreational facilities for our citizens. 

He is the author of a Water Resources 
Research Act, now in operation, which 
the Senate has voted to expand. He is 
the author of the river basin planning 
bill, s. 21, which the House of Repre
sentatives last week passed by a vote of 
383 to O, thus duplicating the Senate's 
unanimous approval. It will undoubt
edly become law in a matter of weeks, 
for the differences between the House 
version and the Senate version are not of 
great consequence. 

The Senator from New Mexico has 
sponsored saline-water conversion legis
lation. He is the author of a weather 
modification bill now before the Com
merce Committee. It was Senator AN
DERSON'S suggestion that atomic-power 
production and saline-water conversion 
be combined in a single operation, 
which now promises to cut water-con
version costs to practicable levels. 

All of us have taken a great deal of 
pride in the conservation record of the 
88th Congress. A very great deal of the 
credit for it goes to Senato·r ANDERSON. 
He fathered much of the legislation on 
which the record of Congress was based. 
He has provided resources and conserva
tion leadership for all of us. 

Because of Senator ANDERSON'S wide 
grasp and significant rec·ord in the re
sources and conservation field, it was a 
matter of great satisfaction to me that 

in his address to the Sierra Club con
ference, he strongly recommended the 
establishment of a Council of Resources 
and Conservation Advisers, as proposed 
in Senate bill 938, introduced earlier 
this year by myself and 13 cosponsors. 
It is a proposal endorsed in 1960 by the 
Democratic platform and the Democratic 
presidential candidate John F. Kennedy; 
and I hope we shall finally get it enact
ed into law in the present Congress. 

Senator ANDERSON'S address, dealing 
very broadly with resources and conser
vation problems, is well worth study by 
every Member of the Congress and 
others who follow the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. I ask unanimous consent that 
the address be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF SENATOR CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

AT NINTH BIENNIAL WILDERNESS CONFER
ENCE, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF., APRIL 2, 1965 
This is my second appearance at a Sierra 

Club event within 5 months. In November, 
I h ad the pleasure of addressing the Rio 
Grande chapter at Santa Fe. Tonight--as 
then-I feel at home among old friends, 
among comrades in arms in the long struggle 
to save wilderness America. 

Those who roam the wilderness years from 
now will marvel at its quiet and its charm. 
But they may neither remember nor appre
ciate what organizations like the Sierra Club 
and the Wilderness Society did to preserve 
it. Those of us who do, however, will remain 
forever grateful. 

Together with its allies in the conservation 
movement, the Sierra Club came to Congress 
again and again and again to plead the cause 
of. wilderness preservation. National atten
tion was centered on the need to endow fu
ture generations with an inheritance of the 
land-land with a wild beauty as yet un
scarred by man; land remote in mood and 
location but accessible to those who want to 
experience the wilderness. 

After 8 years of hearings, reports, debates 
and off-stage conversations, we have at last 
created a system to preserve wilderness areas. 
No one man, no single group was responsible 
for that historic achievement. But Vice 
President HUBERT HUMPHREY blazed the trail 
in Congress by introducing the original 
wilderness bill-and in the highest admin
istrative circles will be our ally. The roll of 
honor includes the late Senator James Mur
ray of Montana; his successor, LEE METCALF; 
Senators FRANK CHuRcH and TOM KUCHEL, 
and Congressmen WAYNE AsPINALL and 
JoHN SAYLOR, to na.nie but a few. It also 
includes Aldo Leopold and Howard Zahniser, 
who are no longer with us, and Dave Brower. 

There will be other heroes. For the long 
struggle to save something of America's 
wilderness for our children did not end with 
the passage of a law. The next few yeM"s will 
be crucial. They will tell how well we suc
ceed in creating a wilderness system under 
an act we finally accepted, though it ls con
siderably less than we would have liked. 

The Interior Department is reviewing all 
roadless areas of 5,000 acres or more in the 
national park system and similar areas re
gardless of size in the wildlife preserves and 
game ranges. The Department of Agricul
ture is reviewing some 5 Y:z million acres of 
primitive are·as in the national forests. These 
surveys, over a 10-year period, are in accord 
with the Wilderness Act's provision for the 
submission to congress of proposed new areas 
for inclusion in. the wilderness system. 

We need, however, to look beyond the areas 
specified for potential preservation in the 
Wilderness Act. It is here that the struggle 
will go on. Those who forced us to compro
mise did not intend to make it easy to save 
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additional land for future generationi;;. We 
are going to have to justify each additional 
wilderness area, beyond the 9.1 million acres 
of the original Wilderness Act. · · 

One of the most promising attempts to 
supplement the Wilderness Act--an effort 
that deserves the warm support of conserva
tionists everywhere-is the Wild Rivers Act, 
introduced in Congress last month by Sen
ators JACKSON and CHURCH. 

This act "finds that some of the free-flow
ing rivers of the United States possess 
unique water conservation, scenic, fish, wild
life, and outdoor recreation values of present 
and potential b~nefit to the American 
people." 

Congress would be given the power to 
designate such unspoiled river sections--in 
sparsely populated areas, near the sources of 
the rivers, and above any damsites-as wild 
river . areas, to be administered for present 
and future generations by the Departments 
of Interior and Agriculture. Six river seg
ments are so named in the act, and nine 
others are listed for study in the act. 

Some critics of the Wild Rivers Act wonder 
what effect it will have on flood control. If 
dam constru<:tion is prohibited in wild river 
areas as a hindrance to the free flowing of 
the river segment, won't these segments be 
sUS<:eptible to damaging floods? 

One of the best answers to this question 
was given in a letter written me 2 weeks ago 
by the Sierra Club's vice president, Dr. Edgar 
Wayburn. 

He pointed out that damming is only one 
way-~nd a comparatively expensive way
to cut down flood damage . It is, of course, 
the only way in the more heavily developed, 
populated areas. · 

But, as Dr. Wayburn points out, there may 
be another way to minimize flood damage 
in wild river areas. That way is to protect 
the river from was.tes and debris caused by 
industry, logging, or mining. This is one of 
the things that the Wild Rivers Act will ac
complish. 

Dr. Wayburn claims-and I think he is cor
rect--that much of the damage caused by the 
flood disasters out here last December came 
because of silt and logging debris that 
hindered the water from returning qui<:kly 
to its natural level. 

The Wild Rivers Act will cut down flood 
damage. It will not interfere with dam 
building in populated areas where such work 
is appropriate, and it would prohibit the 
clogging of rivers with junk in sparsely pop
ulated areas where it is not economically 
feasible to prevent · floods by building dams. 

The Wild Rivers Act is at once a conser
vation bill, a recreation bill, and a flood con
trol bill. It deserves to be passed, and my 
hope is that everyone within the sound of 
my voice will support it. 

This has been a profitable period for those 
who love good books on the out of doors, and 
I am collecting a 5-foot shelf of conserva
tion classics. On the shelf sits Rachel Car
son's "Silent Spring," Stewart Udall's "The 
Quiet Crisis," "Resources in America's Fu
ture" by Landsberg, Fischman, and Fisher, 
"Whose Woods These Are" by Michael Frome, 
"The Last Redwoods" by Hyde and Leydet, 
"Tomorrow's Wilderness" by Leydet, and 
finally, a lovely volume, "In Wildness Is the 
Preservation of the World." 

Last year onto the shelf went Harold Bar
nett and Chandler Morse's new look at the 
prospects for natural resources. They found 
that, except for timber products, technology 
has made possible the production of com
modities of every sort more cheaply and 
With less effort than in the past. Technology 
has also made it possible to discover more 
mineral deposits, to utilize lower grade ores 
and create substitutes, such as plastics. 
· I fully expect that we will again be charged 
With locking up minerals and undoubtedly 
there are some materials of value in some 
wilderness areas. However, the Barnett
Morse study makes it clear that there is no 

presently foreseeable need to exploit such 
resources. 

There is not a great deal of timber in 
prospective wilderness areas. During con
sideration of the wilderness bill, it was de
termined that there are only 4.7 million acres 
of commercial forest land in the 14 million 
acres of wilderness-type areas in the national 
forests. And this ignores the fact that much 
of the 4.7 million acres is inaccessible at 
high altitudes and is of low productivity. 

Local pressure for economic development 
may prove to be the gravest threat to the 
preservation of unspoiled areas in the years 
just ahead. It always will be difficult to 
persuade a community that a nearby re
source should be left undeveloped or held in 
reserve because there is abundance else
where. 
. Consequently, it seems to me that it is 
especially important that conservationists 
seek enlightened solutions to conflicts over 
land use and encourage application of the 
most improved technology to resource prob
lems. 

Some 52 million acres of accessible forest 
lands in the Nation are now idle. Planted 
to trees, this acreage could produce at least 
12 times as much timber as the inaccessible 
wilderness areas. But insects, fire, disease, 
and other hazards cost the commercial tim
berlands 4 billion board feet annually-SO 
times the growth capacity of the wilderness 
forests and nearly the equivalent of our pres
ent annual timber cut. 

There would be far less pressure on timber 
in wilderness if that potential production 
were realized. It would be farsighted for 
those who want to preserve an adequate 
amount of wilderness and scenic beauty to 
put full timber prpduction potential on their 
agenda. 

I know that you want that timber pro
duction to be conducted Without disruption 
of watersheds. Dr. Wayburn made that 
dramatically clear in his letter. He showed 
how l·arge logging operations and short
sighted land practices contributed to the 
flood devastation. 

While the road ahead is difficult, I believe 
a good beginning has been made because 
there is wider acceptance that--in the words 
of Mr. Justice Douglas-"The esthetic values 
of the Wilderness are as much our inherit
ance as the veins of copper and gold in our 
hills and the forests in our mountains." 

Most people who use the wilderness live in 
cities. And while it is true that most of 
these areas are far from the heavy concen
tration of population in the East, it is also 
true that 16 wilderness and primitive areas 
are within a few hours' drive of large urban 
centers in California. 

The conservation movement is moving to 
town-and it is high time. 

I was born in South Dakota before the 
turn of the century and in that day 7 of 10 
Americans lived in rural areas. Now 70 per
cent of us live in · areas having an urban 
density of 1,500 persons a square mile. A 
generation from now 3 of every 4 Americans 
will be city dwellers. 

For these, it is not enough to have mag
nificent national parks and forests in the 
Far West. There is a growing nationwide 
demand for natural areas of rest and recrea
tion. Recognition of this is apparent in the 
President's proposal for six new parks, lake
shores, re<:reatlon areas, and seashores east 
of the Mississippi River. 

We must never forget that the fight to pre
serve beauty and cut doWn on pollution is 
national, not regional. We shall always 
cherish the memory of those great insplrers 
of conservation movements from the East: 
Theodore Roosevelt, of New York; Gifford 
Pinchot, of Pennsylvania; and John F. Ken
nedy, of Massachusetts-tall men who stood 
tall. 

President Johnson has declared his inten
tion to use revenue from the Land and Water 

Conservation Fund to acquire lands needed 
to bring the proposed eastern parklands into 
being. 

Much of the value of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund-which became law last 
fall-will stem from its application to met
ropolitan areas. "Give priority attention," 
the President ins·tructed the Se<:retary of 
the Interior, "to serving the needs of our 
growing urban population." Conservation 
Fund dollars will be used to acquire desper
a.tely needed recreation areas for urban and 
suburban residents. 

It should not be necessary for familles in 
cities to have to embark on an expedition to 
see a stand of trees or a grassy field. 

There is a tendency, however, to regard 
the fund as primarily for a massive park pro
gram. Those who do should recall that the 
Federal portion of the fund shall be used to 
obtain inholdings with wilderness areas of 
the national forest system and to acquire 
areas for the preservation of species of fish 
or wildlife threatened with extinction. The 
State portions will be used to obtain State 
parklands and the urban and suburban recre
ation areas. 

Money is already accumulating to get the 
conservation fund on its way. One source of 
revenue ls the sale of recreation conservation 
automobile stickers. It is estimated that 
these stickers will net the fund $35 million 
this year. I have one on my bumper-No. 13 
for good luck. And I wish the sticker sale 
good luck too; because 1f sales fall short of 
expectations, the idea of the recreationlst 
paying for a substantial part of the benefits 
he receives will go down the drain. 

In this conservation fund, we have 
brought together a variety of needs-those of 
the wilderness people, the wildlife enthusi
asts and the fellow who simply wants a re
freshing place to sit or hike or bike right 
around home. It is meaningful that visitors 
to the great parks, sweeping ·oceanside areas, 
and lonely game preserves will-through 
their entrance fee&-help provide themselves 
and neighbors in town with outdoor recrea-
tion sites. · 

A national policy has been laid down to 
acquire recreation lands. The conservation 
fund gives us the means for financing this 
ambitious program. But we need to move 
quickly, to act at the fioodtide of public 
support. 

Just 3 decades ago the National Park Serv
ice surveyed the Atlantic and gulf coasts for 
undeveloped seaside areas desirable for pub
lic recreation. The Service recommended 
that 12 major shoreline&-437 miles of 
beach-be preserved as national areas. Cost 
of these unspoiled stretches was $12 million. 
Regrettably only one area was acquired-the 
rest went to private and commercial 
developers. 

Some seashores still remain-by good for
tune--f or potential inclusion in the national 
park system: Assateague in Maryland and 
Virginia, Oregon Dunes and Cape Lookout in 
North Carolina. And on the Great Lakes, 
there is the promise of public ownership for 
Sleeping Bear and Indiana Dunes. 

Crowded recreation facillties and advanc
ing bulldozers and developers have frightened 
the people and made it possible to win sup
port in recent years for new recreation and 
wilderness fac1lities. We are at the peak of 
an interest cycle. Let us make sure that we 
do not get a wilderness system started, the 
outdoor recreation job partly done, and then 
find that this interest has subsided. 

We have-as a nation-paid attention to 
resource problems on a crisis basis. We are 
alerted to the water crisis, the timber crisis, 
the pesticide crisis, the strip mine crisis. 
I have no question that 1t is the squeaking 
crisis which gets the oil. But is it the 
wisest way for a nation to develop and man:
age its resources for 190 million today and 
330 million by the year 2000? i think not. 



6962 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE April 5, 1965 
A Council of Resource and Conservation 

Advisers might help to avoid the potential 
wastefulness of reaction only in the face of 
crisis. It might enable decisionmakers to 
take more initiati've in advance of a severe 
resource problem rather than after it has 
ballooned to massive proportions. 

The Council would be an arm of the execu
tive branch, but it would serve all of Gov
ernment in much the same fashion as the 
Council of Economic Advisers. The Council 
of Economic Advisers does not create national 
economic policy, but it gathers the informa
tion and does the advance thinkLng essential 
to the shaping of enlightened policy. It is 
still up to political leaders to create and 
implement tax and fiscal policy. By the 
same token, Members of Congress and Cabi
net officers would still be left with the re
sponsibility to make sound conservation 
policy. 

But the Council of Resource and Conserva
tion Advisers would help chart the way 
toward appropriate conservation measures. 
It would let us know where we stand and 
where we should be heading. 

The need for such a continuing high-level 
examination of natural resource matters was 
in the mind of the National Academy of 
Sciences when it recently said: 

"It is evident that optimization of natural 
resources for human use and welfare cannot 
be achieved by fragmentary and sporadic at
tention given to isolated parts of the prob
lem, but that the issues involved must be 
made the subject of a permanent, system
atic process of investigation, recording and 
evaluation, carried on continuously in refer
ence to the total perspective." 

Thi·s kind of evaluation should be applied 
to all decisions affecting natural resources-
particularly when they are irretrievably lost, 
once used or altered by man. The proposed 
high dams on the Lower Colorado River are 
a case in point. Before more dams are au
thorized, some of us want to know if the 
power to be produced is really economic and 
necessary or whether it is included as a way 
which has worked elsewhere and may now 
be the only way to finance the central Ari
zona project. 

The most desperately needed resource in 
the Colorado River basin is water itself. 
Some experts are advising storage in aquifers 
in that area to avoid losses to wind and sun. 

'J;'he economics of further storage of sur
face water for power-even in relatively 
narrow reservoirs-is open to serious ques
tion, even without a charge for evaporation 
and recognizing that water has certain peak
ing capacity values over other sources of 
power. 

The closest kind of study should be de
voted to a detailed comparison of alternative 
energy sources for generating electricty. The 
Four Corners region of New Mexico, Arizona, 
Colorado and Utah is underlaid with large 
deposits of coal. Some of that mineral 
abundance is now being used to generate 
electricty at quite favorable costs. There 
are other proposals in the talking stage for 
additional coal-fired plants at the mineheads 
of the Southwest. 

While conservationists may look upon coal 
as a bulwark against encroachment on the 
Grand Canyon, they rebel against its use to 
produce kilowatts at certain other places. 
The banks of the St. Croix River are echoing 
to the sounds of battle between those who 
want the economic advantages of a large 
coal-burning electric plant and those who 
fear the blighting of our loveliest spring-fed 
rivers. · 

Jobs and a bigger tax base are tangible-
a. community can measure and feel that in
come. But what of the so-called intan
gibles-a clear stream for fishing or boating 
or just for looking at. They become less 
intangible when measured against the cost 
of restoration-if _restoration is even possible. 

And, of course, recreation makes jobs and 
produces taxes. 

If coal barges, slag piles and warm water 
from the plant will despoil the river, 1s 
there an alternative that will give the area 
electricity and payrolls without scenic and 
recreation damage? An atomic reactor 
offers a possible answer. It would avoid ugly 
slag heaps, high stacks and barge traffic. It 
would not pollute the atmosphere and it 
might be possible to avoid heating the river 
water. I think you are going to find that 
atoms for conservation make sense in many 
situations. 

I was interested to read in the Bulletin of 
the Atomic Scientists the account of the 
fight over the Bodega Head power reactor. 
Your club had something to do with the 
withdrawal of the reactor project. Un
equipped with all the details of that dispute, 
I would not attemp·t to plead the case for 
either side. 

But I would counsel you not to reject 
nuclear reactors in all cases out of a fear 
that these powerplants can behave · uke 
bombs or that they will spew radioactive 
wastes into the atmosphere. Rather I would 
hope that the Sierra Club and other conser
vation groups will view the atom as an 
ally in the cause of intelligent resource 
development. 

"Not blind opposition to progress but op
position to blind progress" is a principle that 
may serve us well in this matter. 

While I have been close to the conservation 
movement for many yea.rs, I have long had a 
continuing involvement with atomic energy. 
I am optimistic a.bout the alliance of the 
atom and conservation. Linked with desali
nization plants, atomic energy will help pro
vide additional water. In some areas atomic 
power may lessen the need to lay bli.re hill
sides to get at ooal sea.ms. Reactors will firm 
up hydropower so that large volumes of water 
do not waste into the sea without being pro~ 
ductive. Atomic fuel will lessen airpolluting 
smog. And atomic energy can extend the 
fossil-fuel resources of the country. 

Albert Schweitzer has said, "Man can 
hardly even recognize the devils of his own 
creation." But I believe that we are coming 
to recognize the problems posed by rapidly 
advancing technology. Like the genie in the 
lamp, technology can be used to enhance the 
quality of life or leave it barren. We will 
seek its blessings. 

I foresee an intensification of the confiicts 
between what some label progress with a 
capital P and others call progress with a 
question mark. We are going to hear more 
and more "pa~olls or picnickers." In the 
cities and suburbs the roadbuilders who want 
to pave over woodlands and level neighbor
hoods are racing with those who ask: "Is 
there a better way to move people in metro
poles?" 

As I suggested in Santa Fe last fall, "All 
the angels are not on the side of the conserva
tionists." But these problems demand our 
concern; how they are resolved will determine 
to a large extent the character and atmos
phere of American life for generations. 

Although the battle must be waged wilder
ness by wilderness, river by river, park by 
park, we must see conservation in its total 
dimensions. We must master technology 
for the broadest common good. We must 
improve the system of decisionmaking as 
regards resources. 

"Those who will not remem.ber the past," 
said Santayana, "are condemned to relive it." 

But we do remember; how one landscape 
has been torn and defaced in the name of 
industry while another has been preserved 
for posterity almost as the Lord left it ages 
ago. We remember the struggles to bring 
beauty to our cities, to save beauty along 
our shores, and to find beauty in the depths 
of a quiet forest where no tree has fallen 
save as the Master has decreed. Surely in 
this conference we ca? agree that no great 

problem ts settled until it is settled right, 
and holding that belief, can dedicate our
selves "To the cause that needs assistance 
and the good that we can do." 

WALTER LIPPMANN CONTINUES TO 
SPEAK CLEARLY ON VIETNAM 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
clearest and most persistent commen
tator on the deepening Vietnamese crisis 
is Walter Lippmann. He has clearly 
expased the fallacies of our Vietnam 
policy and the dangers in our present 
course. 

The current issue of Newsweek maga
zine includes another of Mr. Lippmann's 
lucid analyses, entitled "Nearing the 
Brink in Vietnam." I ask unanimous 
consent that the article be printed at 
this Point in the RECORD; and I trust 
that Members of Congress and others 
will carefully read and Ponder the 
article. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From Newsweek magazine, Apr. 12, 1965 J 
NEARING THE BRINK IN VIETNAM 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
While the American press is free to report 

and comment on Vietnam, our people are 
receiving very little official guidance and 
help in understanding the portentous events 
which are happening. Officially, we are be
ing told that we are now involved in a war 
between two separate nations, North Viet
nam and south Vietnam, and that our task 
1s to put enough pressure on the North Viet
namese to make them cease and desist from 
taking part in the war at the other end of 
the country of Vietnam. 

The official interpretation 1s one of those 
half-truths which can be grossly misleading. 
The half of the truth which we are being 
told 1s that North Vietnam 1s sending some 
men and officers, is helping to supply, and 
1s probably directing the strategy of the civil 
war in South Vietnam. The half of the 
truth which 1s being neglected is that in a. 
very large part of South Vietnam the resist
ance to the Vietcong has collapsed. 

Yet, it is the state of the war in South 
Vietnam which is of critical importance to 
the United States. It is on that above all 
that we need to fix our attention. For it ts 
in South Vietnam that disaster impends, 
and it is the effort to forestall the disaster 
that brings us very near to becoming in
volved in a land war of great proportions. 
It is there that we are being pressed to en
gage several hundred thousand American 
troops and to face the prospect of at least a 
partial mobilization in this country to sup
port and sustain those troops. 

OFFICIAL THEORY VERSUS ACTUAL EVENTS 

The argument for making South Vietnam 
a second Korea 1s growing louder in the lob
bies and corridors of Washington. The argu
ment 1s being made because the official theory 
of the problem in South Vietnam has been 
confounded by events. The theory, which 
was propounded by Gen. Maxwell Taylor 
when he persuaded President Kennedy to en
large our intervention, was that with enough 
arms, more money, and some American mili
tary advisers, the South Vietnamese could 
create an army able to subdue the Vietcong 
rebellion. Until a year ago, more or less, this 
was the theory on which our excellent Sec
retary of Defense rested his hopes and his 
plans, and staked his reputation as a political 
prophet. 

The theory has not worked. Our side has 
been losing steadily the control of the coun-
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tryside. It has failed to win the allegiance 
of the peasants, who are not only the major
ity of the nation, but are the one and only 
source of mmtary manpower. Today, the 
principal highways north and south, east and 
west, have been cut by the Vietcong, and the 
cities where our clients are holed up are· be
ing supplied by air and by sea. The South 
Vietnamese Army has not surrendered, but 
it has so little will to fight and has such a 
high rate of desertion that we can no longer 
count on South Vietnamese soldiers e'Ven to 
supply sentries for American airbases and 
installations. 

The basic character of the war has changed 
radically since President Johnson inherited 
it from President Kennedy. It used to be a 
war of the South Vietnamese assisted by the 
Americans; it is now becoming an American 
war very inefficiently assisted by the South 
Vietnamese. In fact, it would not be much 
of an exaggeration to say that the South 
Vietnamese, who have good reason to be war 
weary, are tending to sit on the sidelines 
while we, who have promised to "win" the 
war, are allowed to show how we can win it. 

NUMBERS NOT ENOUGH 
For a time the warhawks in this country 

argued that a certain amount of bombing
a "clean" war in the air rather than a "dirty" 
war on the ground-would do the trick. But 
it has not done the trick. All wars, and 
particularly civil wars, are won or lost on 
the ground. 

It is evident enough now that the South 
Vietnamese ground forces are unable and 
unwilling to fight the war effectively. They 
may have a superiority in numbers over the 
Vietcong of 5 to 1. That is not nearly enough 
in guerrilla wars where a ratio of 20 or 50 to 
1 is not always enough. And so we are being 
confronted with two dismal prospects. The 
first is the landing of American soldiers for 
an interminable war on the ground against 
the inexhaustible masses on the Asian con
tinent. The second prospect is the bombing 
of the populated cities in North Vietnam. 
This would bring down on us the opprobrium 
of almost all the world and also the risk 
that we would compel Russia and China to 
join in opposing us. 

Having staked our prestige on the outcome 
of the civil war which is being lost in South 
Vietnam, we may find ourselves with a choice 
between the devil of defeat in South Viet
nam and the deep blue sea of a much wider 
war in eastern Asia. That choice could per
haps be avoided if we remember in time that 
when there is no military solution to a con
flict, there must be negotiation to end it. 
In such a situation, only fools will go to the 
brink and over it. 

EFFECT OF NATIONALISTIC POLI
CIES ON EUROPEAN UNITY AND 
RELATIONS OF THE WESTERN 
WORLD 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, in 

recent statements I have expressed my 
concern about the effects nationalistic 
policies were having on European unity 
and the relations of the Western World. 

A firsthand report from the European 
capitals brings disturbing fresh evidence 
that this spirit of nationalism, damag
ing to the paramount hope for world 
peace, is nevertheless permeating the 
countries of the Atlantic alliance. 

For 2% months, Mr. Thomas W. ot
tenad, of the St. Louis Post Dispatch, 
surveyed the political attitudes of West
ern European countries. 

In Paris, London, Rome, Bonn, Geneva, 
and Brussels, Mr. ottenad talked with 
more than 150 diplomats, government 
omcials and military leaders, European 

and American, to assess the major dim
culties of the Western alliance. 

I believe that every thinking Ameri
can should be concerned about the drift 
and division in the policies of the West. 

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that Mr. Ottenad's seven articles appear
ing in the St. Louis Post Dispatch com
mencing the week of March 21 be printed 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 

Mar. 21,1965] 
CRISIS OF CHANGE IN EUROPE: DIVISIVE IN

FLUENCES THREATEN ATLANTIC ALLIANCE
HOPES FOR WESTERN EUROPEAN POLITICAL 
UNITY AND FOR CLOSER RELATIONS WITH 
UNITED STATES FADE AS NATIONALISTIC 
RIVALRIES AND BALANCE-OF-POWER POLITICS 
INCREASE 

(By Thomas W. Ottenad) 
PARIS, MARCH 20.-The divisive crisis of 

change has spread a pall of uncertainty 
over the Western alliance. On both sides of 
the Atlantic powerful forces are at work, 
tugging at the United States and Europe, 
threatening to wrench them apart and rais
ing fears for the future. 

At stake are such vital issues as the exist
ence of the Atlantic community, the stability 
of Europe, the control of nuclear weapons 
and the precariously peaceful balance of 
terror that now exists between the West and 
the Soviet Union. 

Torn by what may well be its most severe 
strain since World War II, the Western alli
ance faces a disturbing challenge: Can Amer
ica and Europe maintain some kind of effec
tive relationship for their mutual good or are 
they going to drift apart into increasingly 
independent courses regardless of the conse
quences? 

For the past 9 weeks the Post-Dispatch 
has been discussing this and related ques
tions with government officials, diplomats, 
Inilitary leaders, businessmen, acadeinicians 
and others throughout Western Europe. The 
picture that emerges from these conversa
tions, most of them off the record, 1s not an 
encouraging one. 

It is plain that hopes for unifying Western 
Europe politically and allying it more closely 
with the United States have been weakened 
in the past few years. Europe appears to be 
turning once again in the direction of na
tionalistic rivalries and balance-of-power 
politics, which have proved to be disastrous 
in the past. 

Best guesses are that the Western alliance 
will not collapse. In time, however, it could 
become badly fragmented. Its defense mech
anism, too, may be seriously weakened, es
pecially if the threat of French withdrawal 
from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
materializes. 

Conversations with officials in Paris, Lon
don, Rome, Bonn, Geneva and Brussels lead 
to some rather unflattering observations 
about current European attitudes. For ex
ample, there is a preoccupation among some 
statesmen with scoring personal triumphs 
rather than with solving world problems. 

Repeatedly one hears, "If such-and-such a 
policy prevails, it will be a victory for Prime 
Minister X, but if so-and-so happens, it will 
be a triumph for Prime Minister Y." Which 
course is the better one seems of less interest. 

All too often there appears little under
standing of the maturity and restraints re
quired of those who would be world leaders. 
Remarked an exasperated diplomat at the 
Kennedy round tariff negotiations in Ge
neva, "Everyone wants power but few want 
responsibility." Policies frequently seem 
based on narrow self-interest rather than 
broad common interest. 

Europe clings to patterns of the past de
spite their failures and despite the needs of 
a new age. The only break with tradition 
has been the successful Common Market. It 
has brought an important measure of inte
gration to European economic life. Its prom
ise of political unity, however, appears to 
have been stifHed, at least for many years. 

One of the most deadly dangers facing 
the western alliance is the appearance of a 
neo-nationalism in Europe and a neo-isola-
tionism in America. · 

Officials in Europe agree almost unani
mously that a tendency toward nationalistic 
rivalries has stirred to life again after having 
laid dormant for many years. The principal 
blame is placed on French President Charles 
de Gaulle. His rejection of Great Britain's 
application for membership in the Eureopean 
Economic Community in January 1963 badly 
damaged the fragile spirit of cooperation 
that was beginning to develop. His action 
has led to nationalistic retaliation by others. 

The apparent awakening of a new isola
tionist sentiment in the United States is 
equally worrisome. Mounting frustration 
over heavy responsibilities abroad could lead 
to demands that America sever its ties with 
Europe. Some experienced observers believe 
that De Gaulle's repeated attacks on the 
United States are deliberately designed to 
fan this flame. 

Differences over Vietnam and America's 
financial problem are causing serious friction 
in the Western camp. 

America's escalation of the war in Vietnam 
has been received cooly in Europe. The 
United States is charged with failing to con
sult its all1es about its action. At the same 
time, Europe has shown little interest in pro
viding greater assistance to the United States 
in South Vietnam. 

In the financial field, concern over Amer
ica's balance-of-payments deficit and gold 
outflow has been aggravated by French ac
tions that could affect the dollar. France 
has begun to convert an increasing percent
age of its foreign currency reserves, together 
with all new dollar earnings, into gold. 
While there is little shortrun danger, the 
action comes at an awkward time. The U.S. 
stockpile of gold has dropped below $15 bil
lion, and any large-scale demand for gold 
could be embarrassing. 

A related source of disagreement is in
creased investment in Europe by American 
business firms. Some European business
men and others, fearful of American com
petition, want the practice curbed. 

The Europe that is taking shape today is 
a curious blend of the old and the new. 

The pattern of the past shows most clear
ly in the political sphere. Throughout 
Western Europe there is general agreement 
that any hope for forming a United States 
of Europe has been put off, perhaps indefi
nitely, iby De Gaulle's hostility. The French 
leader opposes political integration and 
clings to Europe's tradition of independent 
states linked loosely by treaties providing 
only for consultation and coordination. 
This opposition has brought a sharp change 
in European attitudes. 

A few years ago many thought Europe 
might at last be ready for political federa
tion. Now the prevailing belief, even among 
the most deeply committed federalists, is 
that if there is to be any movement it must · 
be first in the direction advocated by De 
Gaulle. 

In the field of defense policy, there is 
the same argument for a return to the past. 
De Gaulle opposes integration of military 
forces. He wants to revise and. loosen the 
NATO all1ance. Instead of a unified all1ed 
defense, he favors individual Inilita.ry forces 
under national control. His argument is 
this sphere has not been as widely accepted 
as his view on political unity. 

Agricultural policy is another major area 
in which Europe appears to be following the 
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path of yesterday. The Common Market 
ls erecting high, protective tariff walls around 
its farming community. 

In contrast to these hangovers from the 
past, the most dynamic thrust toward the 
future is provided by the Common Market 
itself. Except in agricultural matters, the 
six-nation European Economic Community 
has followed progressive, forward-looking 
economic and trade policies. Since its es
tablishment in 1958 it has become the most 
powerful force working toward economic and 
eventually political integration in Europe. 

The treaty of cooperation adopted by 
France and Germany in January 1963 rep
resents a break with the past in one sense, 
but also constitutes a potential hazard. 
Many officials believe that Europe and the 
world will benefit if these two ancient en
emies can end their hostilities. 

On the other hand; if the agreement leads 
to a combined Franco-German effort to dom
inate the Common Market, the EEC's goal of 
a broader, integrated community may be 
jeopardized. So far, the treaty, which calls 
for efforts to reach common agreement on 
foreign and defense policies and other m.at
ters , has produced a few tangible !results. 

Twenty years after World War II, Europe 
remains a continent in transition. Its final 
destination is far from clear. Some expe
rienced diplomats fear that if it reverts to 
the pattern of loose national alliances it will 
never reach the goal of political union. 
Others, however, are confident that it will 
move on eventually. 

One who remains optimistic about the 
ultimate outcome is Dr. Walter Hanstein, 
the respected president of the commission 
or executive agency of the Common Market. 
In his office in Brussels, the ·cheerful Hall
stein sounded like the university professor 
he once was as he told the Post-Dispatch: 

"We need patience, determination and the 
willingness to advance in small steps. We 
integrationists always have felt that a small 
step, even a very small one, is better than 
none." 

He raised a warning finger and his face 
became grave. "There is only one thing that 
is out.of the question," he said emphatically. 
"That is that we should fail to reach deci
sions and take action of some kind." 

It is this pragmatic approach that is being 
:followed by those who hope to see Europe 
move ahead. Under consideration by the 
Common Market are separate but similar 
plans by Germany, Italy, and Belgium. All 
call for expanded consultation among the six 
EEC mem'bers and for the drafting of plans 
for increased political union. The proposals 
are expected to be discussed later this year. 
Any action, however, is likely to be extremely 
limited. 

Perhaps the most explosive of all the im
mediate issues facing the free · world is a 
bitter controversy over how to handle its 
nuclear defenses. The dispute has far
reaching ramifications, for it threatens not 
only to split the Atlantic alliance but also 
to endanger relations between the West and 
the Soviet Union. 

At the core of the argument is the multi
lateral nuclear force proposed by the United 
States. The plan contemplates creation of 
an allied fleet of up to 25 surface ships 
armed with Polaris nuclear missiles and 
manned by mixed crews from participating 
nations. It has been cooly received. Prin
cipal supporters are Germany and Italy. 
Principal opponents are France and Great 
Britain. · 

Underlying the dispute ls a serious dilem
ma that the West has not yet solved. On 
the one side, some experts believe that Ger
many and other non-nuclear members of the 
alliance may be tempted to break away and 
seek atomic weapons of their own if they 
are not given a larger voice in nuclear af
fairs. On the other, creation of the MLF or 
something like it may well antagonize the 

Soviet Union, intensify the c.old war and 
jeopardize hope for reaching agreements on 
disarmament and the control of nuclear 
weapons. 

The problem is aggravated by the highly 
independent course followed by France, 
which is developing its own nuclear striking 
force. Critics assail the French policy as both 
cynical and dangerous. 

They point out that the principal purpose 
of the small French force de frappe or strik
ing force is to trigger American nuclear 
power if the United States appears hesitant 
to act. In conversation with the Post-Dis
patch a French official conceded that t hiii 
was the purpose of the French force. He 
thought it unlikely, however, that the actual 
firing stage would ever be reached. 

Those who fear the dangers of nuclear 
proliferation are horrified by the French 
attitude on this question. France argues 
that, except for Germany, any nation that 
wants nuclear weapons and can produce them 
should have them. In a bland dissent from 
most opinion, a French official said his gov
ernment saw little danger in expanding the 
"nuclear club." He predicted that Japan, 
India, Italy, and perhaps two or three other 
nations would eventually develop nuclear 
weapons. 

EUROPE'S BIGGEST PROBLEMS 

The .difficulties confronting the United 
States and Western Europe cover a wide 
range. Tpe major issues, their causes and 
possible solutions will be discussed in sub.:: 
sequent articles in this series. In summary, 
the principal problems are: 

Atlantic Alliance: Jeopardized by serious 
disagreements, many of them stemming from 
the intransigent attitudes of French Presi
dent Charles de Gaulle. 

Political union: Western Europe may never 
achieve it; if it does, it may not be for 25 to 
50 years . 

Nuclear defense: No decision is likely this 
year on the controversial multilateral nu
clear force (MLF) proposed by the United 
States. 

Future of NATO: Serious trouble if France 
withdraws, as expected, some time after 1969. 

French policies: De Gaulle's concept of 
loose national alliance appears to be politi
cally unstable and militarily dangerous. 

Britain's role: No interest in uniting with 
the continent despite continuing economic 
difficulties. 

Germany: Many fear it may again become 
a threat to peace if it is not kept tightly tied 
within the Western alliance. 

Agriculture: The Common Market's highly 
protectionist policy promises difficulty for the 
United States and others. 

Kennedy Round Table negotiations: Mov
ing slowly; sizable reductions are likely in 
industrial tariffs, but agricultural levies are 
a stumbling block. 

The divisive tendencies in the Western al
liance make little sense to those who favor 
continued close relations between the 
United States and Europe. Viewed objec
tively, they say, a separation would mean 
more losses than gains for both partners. 

For Europe it would mean the loss of 
American military power, on which it relies 
for its ultimate security. The extent of Eu
rope's dependence was underscored by an al
lied military leader who told the Post-Dis
patch: 

"There is no group of nations in Europe 
that can provide adequate nuclear protec
tion for themselves without American par
ticipation and resources. Even if Britain is 
included, there ls no combination that can 
mount the deterrent needed to hold the So
viet Union in check." 

For America the hazard of separation lies 
in the possibility that an estranged Europe 
might seek to play the United States" against 
the Soviet Union. Those who believe such 
a development is possible point to De 

Gaulle's long-standing determination to 
make Europe a "third fO!I'ce" in wmld affairs. 
.Shortly before he returned to power in 1958, 
the French leader wrote that his objective 
was: 

"To bring together the states along the 
Rhine, the Alps and the Pyrenees into a 
political, economic and strategic group-to 
make of this <:>rganization one of the three 
world powers and if necessary one day the 
arbiter between the Soviet and Anglo-Saxon 
camps." 

In fairness to De Gaulle, it should be said 
that even his critics believe he would not de
sert the rest of the free world if a major 
crisis developed between East and West. 

The air of unease that envelops the West
ern alliance is the outgrowth of a variety of 
changes in WO!I'ld affairs in recent yea.rs. The 
nations of Western Europe, nearly prostrate 
after World War II, have regained economic 
and military strength. Understandably, they 
want a greater voice in international coun
cils. They seek to end their dependence on 
the United States. 

At the same time, tensions between the 
East and West have relaxed. The turning 
point may well have been the Cuban missile 
crisis in October 1962. Since then the Com
munist offensive against the West has eased 
appTeciably. The Sovie·t Union has been pre
occupied with problems of its own-at home, 
among the Communist satellites in Eastern 
Europe and with Red China. 

The military picture has changed drasti
cally, too. Russia's formation of a power
ful nuclear force ended America's monopoly. 
The development of long-range missiles has 
made it possible for both the United States 
and the Soviet Union to strike directly at 
each other, reducing the value of bases in 
Europe. 

'rhe prospect of devastating retaliation, 
however, has created a balance of terror. The 
result is that fear of nuclear war has sub
sided. Repeatedly a visitor in Western Eu
rope hears this confident appraisal, "No one 
is going to start a nuclear war unless it is 
through accident or miscalculation." 

These changes have thrown the Western 
alliance, completely unprepared for it, into 
a new era. Differences that were tempo
rarily submerged in the face of common 
danger and common need have come to the 
surface again. Maneuvering for individual 
advantage has resumed. 

Since the end of World War II America 
has sought to build a united and prosperous 
Europe and to link it closely with the United 
States to form a ·powerful combination in 
world affairs. Now with Europe in transition 
this basic policy is being tested. 

Questioning voices are being raised, sug
gesting that Europe need not unite. The 
need for close relations with the United 
States also is being reexamined. In some 
quarters the concept is under sharp attack. 

There are two major factors that may tend 
to pu~h Europe in the direction of greater 
internal unity and continued cooperation 
with the United States. One is the unifying 
force of the Common Market. Its integrated 
economic policies are exerting a powerful, 
although indirect, influence toward eventual 
political union. 

The other factor is America's nuclear 
power. Europe's clear realization that its 
safety depends on U.S. military strength is a 
strong deterrent to severing its ties with 
America. · 

American and European diplomats with 
whom the Post-Dispatch talked agree that 
the current, trying period calls for patience 
and persistent effort if the Western alliance 
is to be preserved. It also calls for excep
tional American delicacy. For while An1er1-
can leadership is resented in many quarters 
of Europe, informed officials say it is badly 
needed. Without it, they warn, Europe still 
seems incapable of making important de
cisions. 
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In their search for the future, the Western 

allies are enjoying the luxury of dissent. 
Divergent views, conflicting interests, rival 
schemes create a babel. · 

The mood recalls the theme of the final 
volume of Sir Winston Churchill's history of 
the Second World War: "How the great de
mocracies triumphed and so were able to re
sume the follies which had so nearly cost 
them their life." 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
Mar. 22, 1965] 

VISION OF UNITED EUROPE DIMS-DE GAULLE 
THINKS CHANGE WILL TAKE AT LEAST 50 
YEARS-MANY EXPERTS BELIEVED PRESENT 
SETUP Is UNSTABLE, M!LITARIL Y DANGER
OUS-CALL IT THREAT TO PEACE 

(By Thomas W. ottenad) 
PARIS, March 22.-Europe has turned its 

face against the future. 
The vision that has gleamed fitfully since 

the end of the war, of a United . States of 
Europe, is growing dimmer. In its place 
there ·shines again the old image of a Eu
rope that is a loosely knit alliance of inde
pendenrt and jealous nations. 

This is regarded by some European lead
ers as an extremely disquieting development, 
fraught with grave risks. It may endanger 
world peace, for many experts believe that 
the kind of Europe which appears to be 
emerging wm be politically unstable and 
militarily dangerous. Compounding the 
hazard is the prospect that it may take half 
~ century before Europe can move on to a 
more stable and rational order. 

The fundamental question of how Europe 
is to organize itself is one in a series of trou
blesome issues facing the Western alliance. 
Others include: 

Difficulties in relations between the Unit
ed Stat~ and Europe; a revival of the spirit 
of nationalism; the divisive effect of France's 
iJJ.dependent actions; sharp differences over 
nuclear defense policy, and a threat by 
France to withdraw from the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization. 

Taken together, these problems constitute 
one of the most severe internal strains the 
Western allies have experienced. Some diplo
mats in Europe think it is even worse than 
the Suez crisis in 1956 when Britain . and 
France split openly with the United States. 
Said one gloomily: 
· "The issues are more fundamental this 
time. There are basic disagreements over 
how the Western alliance should be orga
nized and how it should function. If the na
tions of Europe fail to integrate their politi
cal and defense policies, the alliance may 
begin to break up. Europe may be split from 
the United States and from the rest of the 
world." 

At the heart of the current controversy is 
the question of whether the countries of Eu
rope, after centuries of bickering and fight
ing, are at last ready to move toward a 
political union in which individual differ
ences are subordinated to the common good. 
Or are they going to continue the traditional 
practices of patchwork alliances and power 
politics? 

In American terms the choice lies between 
the federalists and the States righters. In 
European terms it is between the Eurocrats, 
who have been working energetically for a 
United States of Europe, and the Gaullists, 
or followers of Gen. Charles de Gaulle. The 
French President is the chief exponent of a 
policy of loose alliances. 

The fight between these forces has swung 
in favor of the Gaullists. A visitor who 
travels through Western Europe talking to 
diplomats, politicians, and others repeatedly 
-Oears: 

"Any hope for unifying Europe politically 
ha.s been put o:ff for many years. If we a.re 
to progress at all, the first step wilI have to 
be nothing more than an alliance between 

existing states. A true federation, if it ever 
comes, can only develop later." . 
Th~s attitude has been created chiefly by 

De Gaulle. His uncompromising opposition 
to unification in either the political or mili
tary field has convinced even the Eurocrats 
that federation is out of the question at 
present. 

This represents a fundamental change in 
mood. After World War II there were many 
who believed that a new and unified Europe 
not only must, but · could be created. One 
of the first was the late Sir Winston Church
ill. In 1946 in a famous speech in Zurich 
he . said "we must build a kind of united 
states of Europe." 

Under the leadership of Churchill, Robert 
Schuman, Jean Monnet, and others, a num
ber of moves were made toward unifying Eu
rope. In 1952 the European Coal and Steel 
Community was established, creating a com
mon market for coal, iron ore, and scrap 
among France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, the 
Netherlands, and Luxembourg. 

In 1958 the same six nations joined in 
forming the European Economic Community 
and the European Atomic Energy Commu
nity. These three organizations provided a 
measure of supranational integration, chiefly 
in the economic field. In the defense field, 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, set 
up in 1949, provided limited unification in 
military policies and operations. 

The Eurocrats had won the first round 
in the fight for Europe's future. There were 
many who thought that Europe might soon 
ee able to move directly into political federa
tion. 

De Gaulle smashed that hope in January 
1963 when he vetoed Britain's application 
for membership in the Common Market. 
Since then he has shown that he ls willing 
to go to almost any length to block the for
mation of a political union. 

"The second round in the battle has been 
won by the Gaullists," a French ofilciaL .re
marked accurately. 

There is general agreement now that p:i:os
pects for achieving political unity in Western 
Europe have been postponed for many years. 
One of the best-informed sources in Europe, 
a man who has been in the center of the 
movement for unity since its start but who 
asked that his name not be used, gave this 
view: 

'"Back at the very beginning sonie of us 
made a private prediction. We thought it 
would take about 40 years to complete the 
drive for unification, to produce a true 
United States of Europe with a federated 
government and a popularly elected Euro
pean Parliament. 

·"That was 15 years ago. So we have 25 
years to go." He paused reflectively for a 
moment. "Yes," he said decisively, "I .still 
think we can do it in another 25 years." 

Other forecasts are less optimistic. De 
Gaulle reportedly believes that it will be 
50 years before Europe can begin even to 
consider a federal union. He thinks it will 
take that long to develop a feeling of "Euro
peanis" which he regards as a prerequisite to 
close political cooperation. 

Despite this discouraging outlook, those 
who believe that Europe should unite are 
trying to keep the spark alive. Plans aimed 
at achieving a greater measure of political 
integration have been put forward by Ger
many, Italy, and Belgium. In essence, they 
call for the six members of the Common 
Market to consult regularly on foreign pol
icy and other problems and to try to de
velop a plan for some kind ot political union. 

These are timid schemes. No one expects 
them to lead to political federation. They 
are, in fact, ncit much more than warmed
over versions of the old Fouchet plan. This 
proposal, which was advanced by De Gaulle 
and was considered in 1961, was dropped 
after other members of the Common Market 

objected .that it did not go far enough to
ward political union. 

The argument over Europeaq. political or
ganization is important to the Atlantic Alli
ance because, in the judgment of some com
petent students, it involves Western security. 
They believe _that the Gaullist approach has 
such serious shortcomings that it is extreme
ly hazardous. 

"National alliance and balance of power 
politics failed to preserve the peace in the 
past," remarked one worried official. "In 
a nuclear age they are even more hazardous." 

Another critic warned that .the De Gaulle 
. concept might encourage a revival of German 

militarism. "The French approach," he said, 
"is almost sure to weaken NATO or even 
dissolve it. If that happens the German 
Army, which is the most powerful in Western 
Europe, might be set free from direct West
ern control. The consequences of such an 
event could be extremely dangerous for world 
peace." -

Of all the strains facing the Western alli
ance, one of the most severe stems from 
the increasingly difflcult problem of main
taining close relations between the ·United 
States and Eur~pe. Differences have devel
oped over a variety of issues. 

The United States, for example, has sought 
to have the prospering countries of Western 
Europe take on a larger share of the burden 
of foreign aid. It would welcome greater 
European help, too, in critical trouble spots 
like Vietnam. Although there has been. some 
response from Europe, it has fallen far short 
of American hopes. 

For their part, many Europeans want a 
larger voice in Western defense councils. 
They think ·that the A<tlantic alliance needs 
revision. They feel also that the ~Tnited 
States is losing interest in Europe. 

Other disagreements have arisen over tariffs 
in negotiations at the Kennedy round in 
Geneva and over the agricultural policy of 
the Common Market. 

These and other developments have raised 
serious doubt as to whether the long-sought 
objective of closer transatlantic ties is any 
longer a realistic goal. Some ofH.cials in Eu
rope believe that a contemplated partnership 
between the United States on the one side 
and a cohesive Europe on the other cannot 
be expected for many years. Even more re
mote, in their view, is a tighter, integrated 
Atlantic union of the kind advocated by the 
United States from time to time. 

A well-informed American offlcial in Paris 
said, "I don't think we can expect to achieve 
any partnership arrangement while De Gaulle 
is in power. There has to be more European 
unity before we can move in this direction. 
Yet France blocks nuclear integration and 
political union, the two developments that 
would help to make a partnership p9ssible." 

Even Great Britain appears to have reser
vations about an intimate Atlantic union, 
despite its longstanding "special relation
ship" with the United States. In London a 
high-ranking fol'.eign official made it plain 
thalt this country regards as impractical and 
unwise the kind of Atlantic "interdepend
ence" that the late President John F. Ken
nedy advocated in a spe·ech on July 4, 1962. 

Furthermore, there is a widespread belief 
among Europeans that the United States is 
not ready for a truly integrated Atlantic 
union. "The day for an Atlantic community 
has not come," observed a French diplomat. 
"The United Staltes in particular is not ready 
to accept a system in which it would have to 
relinquish some of its sovereignty." 

Germany and Italy, the major proponents 
of European political .union, also are the 
strongest .advocates of closer ties bet;ween 
Europe and the United States. · 

A potentially grave prqblem for the West
ern alliance lies in the apparent ree·mergence 
of a spirit of nationalism among European 
nations. Government officials and others 
agree that this feeling, which created tel}Sion 
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in the 19th and early 20th centuries, is on 
the rise again. 

Of particular significance, sources in Bonn 
concede thait nationalistic sentiment in Ger
many has increased in the last few years. 
They offer some reassurance, however, to 
those who wonder if this powerful, energetic 
nation may again endanger world peace. 
They say the sentiment has not taken the 
aggressive form of the earlier German nation
alism that played an important part in bring
ing on World Wars I and II. 

Informed officials differ as to the im
portance of the nationalistic feeling they see 
in Europe. "I think it has become quite 
serious," remarked one student of European 
affairs. "It has become increasingly evident 
in fields like defense and foreign policy. De 
Gaulle's oonstant harping on France's na
tional prerogatives has led others to demand 
equal national rights." 

A French official offered a contradictory 
view. He said, "The feeling of national exist
ence and national awareness has increased 
in recent years. But there hasn't been any 
growth of the dangerous kind of nationalism 
that all of us worry about." He disputed the 
general view that De Gaulle's veto of Britain's 
application for membership in the Common 
Market caused the revival of national feeling. 

Perhaps the best appraisal was given by an 
expert in Brussels. "It really ls too early to 
tell how deeply this feeling runs," he ob
served. "We don't know yet whether it ls 
just a passing phase or the beginning of a 
new nationalistic era in Europe." 

The strains that affiict the Western alli
ance have been sharply intensified by the 
highly independent course pursued by 
France. 

The overall effect of these policies, say De 
Gaulle's critics, has been highly divisive. He 
has encouraged disunity among the Western 
allies. His repeated attempts to reduce Amer
ican influence in Europe jeopardize the oaslc 
concept of Atlantic cooperation. His only 
concern, say his detractors, is to increase 
France's power and prestige regardless of the 
cost to the alllance. 

In the final analysis, the varied problems 
pressing on the Western allles pose the seri
ous question of whether they can find an 
effective way to provide for the security of 
the world and the well-being of their peoples. 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post Dispatch, 
Mar. 23, 1965] 

ATLANTIC ALLIES STAY ON SIDELINES DESPITE 
THREAT TO NATO POSED BY DE GAULLE'S 
INTRANSIGENCE-SENSE OF URGENCY FOUND 
LACKING-NUCLEAR FORCE DISPUTE PERSISTS 
AS STRONG U.S. LEADERSHIP IS AWAITED 

(By Thomas W. Ottenad) 
PARIS, March 23.-In Bonn a German of

ficial seemed remarkably unconcerned about 
the danger that France might withdraw 
from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

"We should not worry too soon about 
that," he remarked, with a wave of the hand. 
"It's probably just a threat. Besides, noth
ing is likely to happen for several years." 

In Rome an Italian diplomat was equally 
casual about the deep split in the Western 
alliance over nuclear defenses. "It's up to 
Britain a.nd the United States to solve the 
problem," he said. 

But neither Britain nor the United States 
ls moving forcefully. 

In London a British official observed, "We 
might be just as happy if nothing at all were 
done about nuclear defenses." And in Paris 
an America.n representative at NATO head
quarters said, "We're maintaining our inter
est, but the next move is up to our allles." 

A visitor who travels through Western 
Europe talking with government leaders, 
miUtary officials, and others comes away with 
a c'tear impression that the Western alliance 
appears to be drifting idly while major de
fense problems pile up. 

Although both the alllance itself and the 
balance in East-West relations may be af
fected, there is no discernible sense of 
urgency in either the United States or West
ern Europe about common military difficul
ties. On both sides of the Atlantic it ls al
most as if everyone was waiting for someone 
else to make the first move. 

There is disagreement as to whether this 
lack of action is wise. Some informed offi
cials think a cooling-off period is needed 
because of sharp differences of view. Others 
fear that the pause will provide an opening 
for France to push forward with its anti
Amerlcan, anti-NATO campaign. 

The military issues facing the Western 
Allies are difficult ones: a controversy over 
the organization of nuclear armaments; the 
danger that France may get out of NATO; 
demands for an overhaul of the NATO struc
ture; the need for nuclear missiles to replace 
manned bombers that are becoming obso
lete, and friction between Greece and Tur
key, the guardians of NATO's southeastern 
flank. 

By far the most troublesome are the 
French attack on NATO and the nuclear 
dispute. Each has caused heavy strain. Un
less sk1llfully dealt with, either could wreck 
the Western alliance. 

European officials agree that no decisive 
action is likely soon on either issue. There 
is a belief that the problem of organizing 
the West's nuclear defenses wm not be taken 
up again in any serious fashion befo:i;e the 
end of 1965 or early in 1966. As for the 
NATO question, no steps are likely until 
France actually moves to leave the alliance, 
a development that may come 4 years from 
now. 

The French threat to withdraw is the cli
max of a continuing attack on NATO that 
goes back at least to 1958. Gen. Charles de 
Gaulle, who was then premier, resented not 
being consulted when Britain and the United 
States dispatched troops to Jordan and Leb
anon. In September of that year he pro
posed a drastic reorganization of NATO. 

His plan called for additional French rep
resentation in the NATO command structure. 
It contemplated also a three-power director
ate composed of France, Britain, and the 
United States to consider far-reaching polit
ical questions. When his scheme failed to 
make any headway, he announced that 
France would oppose the system of NATO 
financing under which each country makes 
contributions to the Organization in propor
tion to its wealth. 

Since then, De Gaulle's record of anti
NATO actions has grown rapidly. He refused 
to allow American missile bases and stock
piles of U.S. nuclear weapons for NATO 
forces to be placed in France. He declined 
to put the French Mediterranean fleet under 
NATO control. In 1963 he withdrew from 
NATO 19 French vessels assigned to defend 
the English Channel. Today France has 
only two army divisions in NATO, the small
est active contribution of any major member 
of the alllance. 

The French attack now includes a demand 
for reorganization of NATO, together with a 
veiled but not very subtle threat to with
draw from the military organization. The 
general belief among European experts ls 
that if France does decide to get out, the 
move will come in 1969, when the NATO 
treaty becomes 'open to renunciation. 

Although De Gaulle has not specified how 
he wants NATO reorganized, the outlines of 
the French position are clear. A knowledge
able French diplomat told the Post-Dis
patch: 

"Basically, we object to the military inte
gration that NATO provides. We think the 
system should be revised so that each nation 
is responsible for its own defense. Of course, 
there would be consultation and coordina
tion, perhaps even a commander in chief and 
a skeleton staff for emergencies." 

This official insisted that France would 
maintain a defense alliance with the West 
even if France withdrew from the operating 
structure of NATO. Many mllltary experts 
believe, however, that the loose military ar
rangement advocated by the French is in
adequate for the needs of a nuclear age. 

The nuclear controversy confronting the 
Western alliance centers largely on the mul
tinational force proposed by the United 
States. This plan, which calls for a new 
allied fleet of 25 nuclear-armed surface ships 
manned by mixed crews from participating 
nations, has not been received enthusiasti
cally. 

Its principal supporters are Germany and 
Italy. France opposes it. Britain has pro
posed an alternative Atlantic Nuclear Force. 
Broader in scope, the British plan would in
clude manned bombers and land-based mis
siles and would eliminate or downgrade the 
multinational concept. 

The nuclear issue appears stalled at pres
ent. The principal reason is that the Ger
mans are reluctant to act until after their 
national elections next September. 

Other major factors in the delay are cool
ness in Britain, together with the possibility 
of an election there this year, and a sharp 
switch in the American attitude. The United 
States, which last year was pushing strongly 
for early approval of the multinational force, 
is following a new tack. It started last De
cember when President Johnson ordered an 
end to American pressure, in effect putting 
the next step up to Britain and Germany. 

Conversations with European representa
tives indicate that they a.re reluctant to move 
without strong American leadership. The 
views of many Europeans were expressed by 
a German official who told the Post-Dispatch: 

"It ls absolutely essential that the United 
States enter the process more actively very 
soon. It is impossible for Europe to make 
a decision by itself when this ls such an 
American project and the United States plays 
such an important role in it." 

Mr. Johnson has not indicated whether he 
intends to reassert American leadership. 
There are hints, however, from American 
officials in Europe that the United States is 
maintaining a discreet but active interest in 
the project. 

They deny emphatically that America has 
abandoned the multinational concept. Al
though there is a widespread belief in Europe 
that "MLF ls dead," many well-informed 
sources are convinced that a compromise will 
be reached eventually. 

They think a solution can be found by 
adopting a modification of the broader Brtt
ish scheme and including in it the multi
national surface fleet advocated by ·the United 
States. 

"I know the British say they wlll not par
ticipate in the MLF,'' observed a diplomat 
with long experience in European affairs. 
"But I think they would join if they were 
offered the opportunity to get in without 
any cost other than contributing, say, 500 
sailors to the multinational crews." 

There are strong indications that an ar
rangement of this type might be acceptable 
to Germany. Officials in Bonn said repeatedly 
that they see "room for a compromise" 1n 
the British position. 

The basic U.S. objective of integrating its 
military forces with those of Europe for the 
common defense o! the West ls under ques
tion today. 

With De Gaulle as the leading spokesman, 
a divisive doctrine ls being pushed. It would 
rely on America for ultimate eupport but 
would place immediate responsib111ty for Eu
ropean security in European hands. 

De Gaulle would like to see Western Europe 
organize its defenses around the French nu
clear deterrent, the force de frappe. So fa.r, 
·however his neighbors have shown little in
terest in this idea. 
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"Why should we?" asked one German offi

ci'al rather caustically. "De Gaulle intends 
to retain full control of hi's forc.e without 
giving anyone else a voice in it. We would be 
completely dependent on him." 

Some skeptics question whether the other 
nations of Western Europe could rely on 
France to come to their defense in all circum
stances. They point out that De Gaulle's rec
ord is one .of intransigent independence 
that shows little concern for others. "What 
assurance is there that he would use his nu
clear weapons to defend the rest of us?" 
asked one European critic. 

The puny size of the French force, com
pared with American might, makes the idea 
even more unattractive to many EuropealiS. 
Informed sources say the force de frappe now 
consists of fewer th:an 20 bombers, ea.ch carry
ing a relatively small 60-kiloton bomb. 
Later, it is expected to reach a total of 50 
planes or more. American experts say tha.t 
most of the French fleet could be destroyed 
before reaching its targets by the Soviet 
SAM-3 missile, designed especially to bring 
down low-flying planes. 

In time the French bombers are to be re
pla.oed with missiles and nuclear-armed sub
marines. The French hope to have by 19'70 
a. nuclear arsenal equaling 2,000 times . the 
power of the first atomic bomb dropped on 
Hiroshima. But this total amounts to no 
more than 40 percent of the nuclear stockpile 
the United States has in Germany alone. 
To practical Europee.ns, the American figures 
are impressive. 

European officials repeatedly indicated that 
they preferred to rely on the United States 
for their ultimate defense. Many would like 
a stronger voice in joint defense m·atters, 
leading eventually perhaps to a veto over the 
use of American nuclear weapons. · An ar
rangement of this type has been suggested by 
some American officials as a desirable goal. 
Genel"ally, however, they have recommended 
that a greater degree of European politi.cal 
unity must be achieved first. 

Germany occupies a key position as the 
Wes·t wrestles with military problems. 
Under the Paris agreements of 1954 making 
it a member of NATO, Germany renounced 
the right to m ·anufacture nuclear weapons 
although not the right to employ them. 

German officials as well as other competent 
observers in Bonn say the na·tion has no 
interest in obtaining control of nuclear 
weapons. They warn, however, that this 
sentiment, could change. The best way to 
forestall such a possibility, in their judg
ment, is t.o give Germany a larger voice in 
nuclear affairs in the Western alliance. This 
i's the principal purpose of the proposed 
multinational force. 

France is exerting heavy pressure in an 
effort to kill German support for the multi
national force. It has warned that partici
pation in the multinational fleet would jeop
ardize chances for German reunification. 
The French have also threatened tha.t any 
hope of European political unification, which 
Germany strongly supports, would be weak
ened if the multinational force is set up. 

These are potent threats, but the Germans 
say they will not be frightened off. "We will 
not change our pos'1tion despite France's op
position," an official in Bonn said firmly. 
"We have a right to demand a voice in 
nuclear affairs. 
. "We believe in an integrated, suprana
tional defense organization. And we are 
ready to fight for our beliefs." 

Like the Germans, officials in Italy indi
cated that they, too, will remain firm in de
manding that the multina·tional force be in
cluded in any nuclear defense scheme that 
may be worked out by the a111es. 

Under the pressure of conflicting military 
policies, the NATO organization today faces 
one of the gravest tests it has endured since 
the North Atlantic Treaty was signed in 
Washington April 4, 1949. Unless the differ-

ences are resolved, the alliance could be frag
mented, perhaps even broken up, 

The results would be both serious and far
reaching. Warned one high-ranking allied 
military officer, "I! NATO collapses, there will 
be a mad scramble by many nations to estab
lish their own independent nuclear forces. 
The nuclear race will be on in deadly 
earnest." 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
Mar. 24, 1965] 

DE GAULLE TRIES To MAKE FRANCE LEADER OF 
EUROPE BY CREATING FALSE IMAGE OF IT AS 
GREAT POWER-HE ANTAGONIZE;S FRIENDS AS 
WELL AS ENEMIES, CAUSES SERIOUS DISSEN• 
SION IN WESTERN ALLIANCE 

(By Thomas W. Ottenad) 
PARIS, FRANCE.-Gen. Charles de Gaulle is 

the powerful magnifying glass through which 
France sees itself and its role in world af
fairs. 

The image that the imperious Franch lead
er holds up is one in which France glitters 
grandly as a mighty world power, but the 
reality behind the reflection is far less im
pressive. 

On any scale of power, France is not all 
that De Gaulle would make it seem to be. 
Big by European standards, it is nonetheless 
smaller than Texas. Its nuclear arsenal
sarcastically dubbed the farce de frappe by 
its critics-is small and of doubtful effec
tiveness. There is no longer an oversea 
empire. Both the economy and army are 
small. And there are big domestic needs 
such as substandard schools and housing. 

Yet none of these shortcomings prevents 
De Gaulle from acting as if France were the 
equal of the Soviet Union and the United 
States. A master of the iron-nerved bluff, 
he has used his considerable intelligence, ex
perience and Gallic shrewdness to try to 
push his nation into a dominant position in 
world affairs. 

Apparently as heedless of friends as of 
enemies, he has followed an increasingly in
dependent, intransigent and sometimes ca
pricious course. French policies frequently 
have been tangential, or even in direct op
position, to those of other Western nations. 

The 74-year-old French leader has clashed 
sharply with the United States, antagonized 
other friendly countries and caused serious 
dissension in the Western a111ance. His ac
tions have blocked hopes for political union 
in Western Europe and, say some critics, may 
even jeopardize world peace. 

His objective is clear. It is to make France 
the leader of Western Europe and to make 
Europe a "third force" between the United 
States and the Soviet Union. 

To do so he seeks, first of all, to reduce 
American influence in Europe. Thus he 
wants U.S. troops and weapons removed. He 
opposes the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza
tion and the Multilateral Nuclear Force pro
posed by the United States. He is hostile to 
American investment in Europe. He has 
adopted financial policies that might seri
ously affect the dollar. 

The second hallmark of French policy is 
insistence on the sovereignty and primacy of 
the individual European state. France favors 
a scheme of loose political alliances, provid
ing for consultation and co-ordination, but 
leaving each nation free to do as it pleases. 
It opposes any effort at present toward po
litical federation in Europe. 

Although De Gaulle frequently is given 
credit for special preworld affairs, critics be
lieve that his philosophy of national a111-
ances is anachronistic and dangerous. They 
are convinced that it is not the best way to 
protect pe!l-Ce. They see it as nothing more 
than .a revival of the 19th century pattern 
of unstable power pacts. 

"We mistook this approach for statesman
ship once before," remarked one skeptic. "All 
it proved to be was a path to near-suicide." 

Critics see much to worry about in actions 
taken lby De Gaulle in the 6 yeal"S he has 
been in power. Their dossier begins with hi's 
veto in January 1963 of Great Britain's ap
plication for membership in the Common 
Market. This action, many Europeans agree, 
has had incalculable effects in slowing a 
movement toward poll tical union and in re
viving a dangerous spirit of nationalism. 

France frequently has exerted a divisive in
fluence by following policies contrary to 
those of its ames. Thus it is the only major 
nation besides Communist China that re
fused to sign the limited nuclear test ban 
treaty in 1963. In addition to Red China, 
it is the only principal country not partici
pating in disarmament negotiations in Ge
neva. Like Russia, it has refused to pay its 
share of the cost of United Nations peace
keeping operations in the Congo. 

France i's the only Western nation to ex
tend diplomatic recognition to Red China 
since the Korean war. It has ma.de the 
American position in the Far East more diffi
cult by opposing the war in Vietnam. Like 
Russia, France has proposed neutralization of 
Southeast Asia. 

The French have shown marked cordiality 
to the Communist bloc. A 5-year trade 
agreement recently concluded with the Soviet 
Union will provide long-term credits for the 
Russians. Similar agreements have been 
made or are in the offing with other Soviet 
sate111tes. France has a trade pact with 
North Vietnam a'lso. 

De Gaulle's insistence that France and 
Europe must be completely independent of 
the United States has a rather hollow ring 
in m111tary terms, for it is clear that he i's 
relying on United States power to protect 
France. 

This was made plain in a debate in the 
French National Assembly last December. 
Arguing the need for France's independent 
nuclear deterrent, Prime Minister Georges 
Pompidou nonetheless conceded the limita
tions of the small force de frappe. It would 
be "quite insufficient for achieving ultimate 
victory," he remarked, and therefore "the 
alliance remains a necessity." In blunter 
language, this means that from a military 
standpoint French independence is a myth. 

Relations between France and the United 
States are, in the view of many experts in
terviewed by a Post-Dispatch reporter in a 
9-week trip through western Europe, at one 
of their lowest points. There are wide dif
ferences on fundamental issues ranging from 
Vietnam and the Congo to defense policy 
and the future of Europe and the Western 
a111ance. 

A French official conceded that there was a 
deep cleavage between France and America, 
but suggested tl).at perhaps the low point had 
been passed. Other observers are encour
aged by a sharp decline in anti-American 
sentiment among the French public. 

If France has its way, Europe's relations 
with the United States will be made as dis
tant as possible short of an actual break. 
One of the clearest expositions of De Gaulle's 
views came in a television address to the 
nation last New Year's eve. 

Pronouncing a "declaration of indepen
dence" from the United States, he asserted 
that "we intend to be our own masters." 
France, he said, would reject any supra
national, multilateral or Atlantic system. 
He has argued repeatedly that anything but 
the most distant relationship will inevitably 
bring Europe under domination by the United 
States. ' 

"The most . di'sturbing factor about De 
Gaulle's attitude," remarked one American · 
diplomat, "is that he misinterprets our poli
cies. This is particularly true when h .e 
argues that the United States seeks to dom
inate Europe and when he questions the 
integrity of our promises to defend the na-
tions of Europe." · 
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Another American official questioned the 
sincerity of De Gaulle's argument that Amer
ica might fail to respond to a threat to 
Europe. "This is just a rationalization to 
suppotj; his claim that France must have 
its own independent nuclear force,'' this 
source remarked. 

In its relations with its neighbors, France 
is out of step on the question of European 
political union. Of the six members of the 
Common Market, experts say, only France 
opposes political federation. De Gaulle re
fuses to accept any movement toward politi
cal integration through the Common Market. 
He insists 1lhat its method of integr.ating na
tional policies into a larger, common frame
work works only in the economic field. 

As a pattern for the looser arrangements 
they favor in the political field, the French 
point to the treaty of cooperation they ne
gotiated with Germany in January 1963. Sig
nificantly, even French oftl.cials concede that 
the pact has not worked well. Yet they argue 
that the same consultative approach could 
be used successfully on a broader, more dim.
cult scale involving much of western Europe. 

France's relations with Germany have 
cooled noticeably in the year and a half since 
Konrad Adenaur, De Gaulle's close friend, 
bowed out as Chancellor. The two countries 
have oeen at odds over the proposed MLF, 
the level of grain prices in the Common Mar
ket and tariff policy. 

The atmosphere improved somewhat last 
December when Germany agreed to a sched
ule of grain prices for the Common Market. 
A month later De Gaulle and Chancellor Lud
wig Erhard held an amiable meeting. De 
Gaulle agreed to Erhard's request for new 
discussions concerning German reunification 
and European political union. So far as 
oould be learned, however, the agreement 
did not involve the substance of either diffi
cult issue; it was only a decision for further 
discussions. 

Among the few who have the opportunity 
to talk to De Gaulle, there is general agree
ment as to how he views East-West relations. 
These sources say the French leader believes 
that both the Eastern and Western blocs have 
lost some of their cohesiveness with the eas
ing of world tensions in recent years. As the 
troubled waters recede, De Gaulle is casting 
about with every device, including bluffs and 
threats, in an effort to enhance France's 
position. 

He is convinced that the Communist bloc 
is slowly changing, moving gradually toward 
a more peaceful posture externally and 
toward greater freedom internally. Through 
this kind of development, he is said to be
lieve, an overall European settlement may 
eventually be achieved. The reunification 
of Germany in turn depends on a solution 
to broader European problems. In the 
Gaullist view, neither wiU be attained for 
many years to come.-

The French people pride themselves on 
their realism and logic, yet to American ears 
some of their arguments on international 
issues have an incredible ring. 

One of the most illogical sounding is their 
thesis that America seeks to dominate Eu
rope. If the United States wanted to subju
gate Europe, it could easily have done so af
ter World War II, when Europe was nearly 
prostrate, say critics of the French view. 

Equally difficult to follow is their rationale 
on the dangers of nuclear proliferation. 
They profess to see little hazard in the de
velopment of additional nuclear forces. But 
at the same time they complain that the 
proposed MLF would involve dissemination 
of nuclear weapons and is therefore 
dangerous. 

Most astonishing of all was the argument 
against NATO advanced by one highly intel
ligent French diplomat. He said that French 
om.cers lose their sense of national identity 
when thrown into NATO's integrated com
mand structure. Yet, he said, the same 

thing does not seem to happen to American 
or British military men. 

Diftl.cult ally though he is·, De Gaulle has 
made immense contributions to his country's 
well-being. In the 1940's as leader of the 
Free French forces he helped his people 
regain their self-respect after their country 
had been overrun and occupied by Germany. 
In the 1950's he brought the bloody and dis
astrous Algerian war to a close. 

Since his election as President in 1958, 
France has enjoyed a period of political sta
bility far different from the governmental 
chaos that had prevailed for so long. A 
nation that seemed on the verge of civil war 
only a few years ago now appears remarkably 
tranquil. France has also enjoyed rising 
prosperity marred only by inflation. 

De Gaulle is expected to seek his second 
consecutive term as President in elections 
late this year, probably in December. Po
litical observers agree that he is almost cer
tain to be elected, for there is no effective 
political opposition. The outcome of the 
election could be infi uenced by a recession 
that appears to be developing. 

Most experts in Paris doubt that De Gaulle 
will serve out another full 7-year term. They 
believe that he will resign, perhaps after 
calling for a constitutional amendment to 
create the new position of Vice President. 
Prime Minister Pompidou is regarded as the 
most likely heir-apparent. 

De Gaulle underwent a prostate operation 
last spring. Since then he has shown little 
difficulty in carrying the burdens of his of
fice despite his advanced age. Last Septem
ber he made a 20,000-mile trip through Latin 
America, visiting 10 countries and making 
about 50 speeches. 

Even if De Gaulle should die in office, most 
experts doubt that there will be a political 
upheaval of the type that might have oc
curred a few years ago. They regard as 
entirely unlikely any move by the military 
to seize power, or development of a dictator
ship of either the right or left. The selec
tion of a successor will be made in orderly 
fashion, they say. They warn, however, that 
this rosy outlook could cha:r..ge if a severe 
economic collapse should occur. 
Qualified observers here are convinced that 

De Gaulle's international policies have broad 
support, or at least, acceptance, among the 
French people. They doubt that there will 
be any sudden or dramatic change in French 
programs after he leaves the presidency. The 
tone may become more moderate, but the 
basic philosophy is likely to remain much 
the same, said one expert. 

"De Gaulle has more political stature than 
any French leader since Napoleon. The leg
acy of his political thinking is likely to 
remain for a long time," he said. 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
Mar. 25, 1965] 

AGRICULTURAL TARIFFS POSING PRINCIPAL 
STUMBLING BLOCK IN TRADE TALKS AT 
GENEVA-EUROPEANS HOPE MAJOR CUTS IN 
INDUSTRIAL DUTIES WILL OFFSET LACK OF 
PROGRESS ON FARM GOODS 

(By Thomas W. ottenad) 
PARIS, March 25.-In an 18th century Swiss 

villa looking out on the snow-covered Alps 
a European trade expert leaned· forward in 
his chair. 

"Progress in the Kennedy round is slow," 
he remarked. "The big stumbling block is 
agricultural tariffs. They probably will not 
be cut by very much. Industrial duties, 
however, are likely to be reduced substan
tially." 

This hopeful but cautious view of the com
plicated trade negotiations underway in 
Geneva is widely shared in Europe. As the 
Kennedy round moves into a critical stage, 
two other basic facts also have become clear: 

The United States apparen1;ly has written 
off most hope of winning major concessions 

on agricultural trade from the European 
Eoonomic Community, or Common Market. 
Its hopes now rest with other nations. 

A highly protective trade policy that is 
developing in the Common Market will en
able it virtually to exclude foreign farm 
goods at will. 

The discussions at Geneva, the largest, 
most ambitious trade negotia,tions ever un
dertaken, are named for the late President 
John F. Kennedy. Mr. Kennedy sponsored 
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 that made 
the Kennedy round possible. 

More than 40 countries are participating 
in the negotiations that seek to liberalize 
and expand trade among the 64 nations that 
are members of the General Agreement on 
Tariffs and Trade (GATT). Negotiators are 
trying to make reciprocal cuts of up to 50 
percent in tariffs and to lower other barriers 
to world tz-ade. Thousands of industrial and 
agricultural products are involved. 

The Kennedy round has been underway 
since May 1963. So far, no final, major re
sults have been achieved. Most of the time 
has been spent in discussing how to nego
tiate, rather than in actual bargaining. 
Prospects are that it will be at least another 
year before the job is completed. 

The present atmosphere in Geneva is dis
turbed and uneasy. European nations are 
unhappy about a number of American poli
cies, including a 100-percent inC'l·ease in tar
iffs on glass and carpets. 

The United States is worried about Euro
pean barriers to agricultural trade. Great 
Britain's 15-percent surcharge on most im
ports caused widespread ill will, although 
this condition should be remedied somewhat 
later this month when the levy is to drop by 
one-third. Uncertainty over political rela
tions between the United States and Europe 
also affects the negotiations . 

Despite hazards, knowledgeable oftl.cials 
such as W. Michael Blumenthal believe the 
Kennedy round can be carried through to a 
successful conclusion. The 39-year-old econ
omist who heads the American negotiators 
at Geneva, told the Post-Dispatch: 

"We already have offers of industrial tariff 
cuts that are better than anything ever 
achieved before." While Blumenthal gave 
no figures, most experts expect the Kennedy 
round to produce reductions in industrial 
tariffs averaging 30 to 35 percent. 

This would be far short of the original 
goa~ of a 50-percent cut across the board. 
Nonetheless, it would undoubtedly be the 
most important international tariff reduction 
ever made. By way of comparison, the "Dil
lon round" completed iri 1962 produced a 
cut variously estimated at 4 to 8 percent in 
American tariffs and covered only one-fifth 
of the Nation's trade. 

The agricultural half of the Geneva nego
tiations is far les~ promising. 

"It is the toughest part of the negotia
tions," remarked Blumenthal. 1'We will just 
have to waAt and see what the EEC offers." 

Any cuts that may be achieved are likely 
to be smaller than those on industrial goods. 
Some experts fear that the agricultural con
troversy might even wreck the conference. 
The more general belief, however, is that a 
solution will be found that will avoid a 
breakup. 

Although the Kennedy round is concerned 
immediately with commercial trade policy, 
it has other far-reaching implications. It is 
a challenge with important potential bene
fits . It Ls, in essence, a test of the ability 
of Western Europe and the United States to 
cooperate. If they can succeed at Geneva, 
they may have a better chance for reach
ing common decisions on broader and more 
dim.cult questions like trade with the Com
munist bloc and relations with the less de
veloped nations of the world. 

Failure would be another serious blow to 
the concept of transatlantic partnership, al
ready undergoing severe buffeting in the 
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fields · of defense policy and political rela"'. 
tions. It might also put in jeopardy the 
continued existence of GATT, the major in
ternational organization dealing with tariffs 
and trade problems. 

The final outcome of the Kennedy round 
will turn largely on whether a solution can 
be found in the next few critical months 
to the serious agricultural problem now fac
ing negotiators at Geneva. 

The task is a difficult one, compounded by 
domestic political and sociological considera
tions which are involved in the farm problem 
on both sides of the Atlantic. There are 
deep and fundamental differences between 
the United States and the Common Market, 
the largest traders in the negotiations. 

.As the world's leading exporter of agricul- · 
tural.products, the United States wants freer 
access to the markets of the EEC and other 
big impo:r;ters of farm goods. It wants protec
tive trade barriers lowered and would even 
like a guaranteed share of foreign markets. 

In contrast, the EEC has an extremely 
backward and inefficient farm industry. Al
though it has only 46 million acres of land 
under cultivation, or one-tenth the American 
total, it has twice as many farmworkers. 
Leaders of the EEC believe protection is 
needed to encourage modernization of agri
cultural methods and to cope with political 
pressure exerted by the European farm bloc. 

These considerations underlie a con
troversial agricultural trade formula which 
the Common Market has advanced at Geneva. 
Known as the "Montant de Soutien," (MDS) 
or "amount of s·upport," the proposal is 
highly technical. In simplest terms its 
essence is this: 

The margin of support provided for farm 
products by each country would be com
puted and then frozen at its present level. 
Th~s amount, plus a variable surcharge when 
necessary, would be added to the price of 
cheaper farm imports. In the case of com
modities entering the EEC froni the United 
States, this would increase the lower import 
prices at least to the level of the Common 
Market's relatively high-priced domestic 
f;:i.rm products or perhaps a little higher. 

American criticism of the MDS was 
summed up succinctly by one negotiator in 
Geneva, who said, "It is highly protective. It 
creates ian auta.Tchical system. It aims ·at 
producing as much as possible inside the 
EEC under a system of complete price 
protection.'' 

"It prohibits price competition because no 
matter how cheaply an importer can pro
duce, the import levy would make it impos
sible for him to underbid European pro
ducers." 

American negotiators are disturbed par
ticularly by the possibility that the MDS 
concept might replace more favorable tariff 
arrangements now in effect. At present 
GATT guarantees enable a number of 
American agricultural commodities to enter 
the Common Market either duty free or sub
ject to fixed tariffs ranging up to 28 percent. 
Under fixed rates, low-cost foreign producers 
can compete with domestic goods, a possi
bility that would be virtually foreclosed un
der a system of variable duties. 

At present, fixed tariffs or duty..:free guar
antees cover about 45 percent of all American 
farm exports to the EEC. In the year ended 
June 30, 1962, U.S. sales under these pro
visions amounted to $470 million. 

The EEC plan calls also for world commod
ity agreements to stabilize prices on grains, 
beef, and some other products. The United 
States is amenable to this idea. It has, in 
fact, proposed a world . grains agreement, 
but wants it to include guarantees for shar
ing markets. 

In defense of the MDS officials of the Com
mon Market say that a new concept ls 
needed in dealing with agricultural trade. 
They say · subsidies and other elements of 
support must be considered, as well as tariffs. 
They believe that binding alr these coinpo-

nents under a GATT agreement would be a 
progressive step because it would prohibit 
any country 'from making unilateral changes 
in its support levels. They argue also that 
freezing farm supports at their present rates 
would, in effect, amount to a reduction be
cause it would halt the increases that have 
occurred in recent years: 

Under questioning, however, EEC spokes
men concede that the MDS and a related 
variable levy system already being used on 
some farm imports into the Common Market 
will not improve access to EEC markets for 
other nations. They acknowledge also that 
their plans will make price competition dif
ficult for outsiders, will boost farm produc
tion within the Common Market, and may 
reduce their purchases of American com-
modities. · 

Although the United States so far has re
fused to accept the MDS, some officials in 
Geneva think its position is softening. In
formed sources suggest that America may 
eventually agree to a variation of the MDS 
as the basis for an accord on grains and re
lated products. 

Those in a position to know believe that 
the United States is ready to give up its 
original hopes of gaining a larger portion 
of the EEC farm market through the Geneva 
negotiations. Instead, its principal objec
tive now is said to be to hold its present 
share, amounting to annual sales of about 
$1.1 billion. 

This development would force the United 
states to look elsewhere for increased farm 
sales to meet its often-stated objective of 
achieving improvement in both agricultural 
and industrial trade in the Kennedy round. 
It appears likely that this wlll be the strategy 
of American negotiators at Geneva. 

It has been learned . that in their 
efforts to boost U.S. farm trade, American 
negotiators are counting on gaining tariff 
concessions from such countries as Japan, 
Canada, and the United Kingdom. These 
three nations are important markets for 
American farm commodities. In 1963 they 
purchased $1.7 billion worth of agricultural 
products from the United States, or about 
half a billion more than was bought by the 
Common Market. · 

The Post-Dispatch learned that at least 
one of the three, the United Kingdom, ex
pects to offer substantial concessions on agri
cultural trade to the United States at 
Geneva. 

Although industrial negotiations in the 
Kennedy round have moved far more rapidly 
than those affecting agriculture, they, too, 
remain far from completion. Negotiators 
now are at work on the crucial job of re
ducing the sh~e of so-called exceptions lists 
presented last November 16 by the United 
States, the EEC, Japan, and members of the 
Eurogean Free Trade Association. The lists 
consist of items that would be excluded 
wholly or in part from the general, 50 per
cent tariff cut that forms the working· hy
pothesis ior the Geneva negotiations. 

Of all major trading nations, the United 
Kingdom presented the shortest list of ex
ceptions--amounting to about 5 percent of 
its dutiable industrial imports. The United 
States estimates its proposed exceptions at 
8 percent of dutiable industrial imports, with 
an additional 11 percent excluded from the 
current negotiations. The EEC puts its total 
at 19 percent. 

Negotiation on the exceptions list will in
volve tough bargaining. Final agreement, 
which will, in effect, determine the size of 
the average reduction in industrial tariffs. ls 
not expected for some time. 

A long list of other problems remains to 
be dealt with in the negotiations, but none 
ls regarded as insuperable. The most im-
portant include: · 

Providing tariff concessions to less-devel
oped countries without demanding full 
reciprocity; handling "disparities," or cases 

in which there are wide differences between 
tariffs levied by two countries on the same 
pr0duct; reducing nontariff barriers to 
trade, and dealing with an effort by some 
Western European nations to have duties 
on steel and iron exempted from the gen
eral 50-percen.t cut. 

Heartening progress has been made within 
the last week on several issues. An agree
ment has been worked out to admit two 
Soviet satellites, Poland and Czechoslovakia, 
to the Geneva negotiations. A plan has also 
been developed under which poorer nations 
of the world will be asked merely to offer 
some "contribution to the ol;>jectives of the 
trade · negotiations" in exchange for tariff 
concessions from wealthier countries. 

And on the difficult agricultural issue, 
agreement has been reached for submitting 
initial offers affecting farm trade by April 26. 
The first proposals are to deal with grains. 
At the request of the EEC, plans affecting 
other agricultural products will not be out
lined until next fall. 

The next few months will be crucial in de
termining whether the Kennedy round can 
move on to a successful conclusion. There 
may be trouble if the Common Market's farm 
offers, expected to be based on MDS, do not 
contain some liberalizing element. · 

The United States appears firm in insist
ing that any agricultural plan must meet 
the basic objective agreed to by all partici
pants in the Kennedy round last May. This 
calls for providing "acceptable conditions of 
access to world markets for agricultural prod
ucts in furtherance of a significant develop
ment and expansion of world trade." 
American negotiators have said that the 
original MDS plan did not meet this goal. 

The agricultural problem is one of two 
major hazards that could cause the Kennedy 
round to fail. 

The other is the possibility that French 
President Charles de Gaulle might blow up 
the negotiations. Many observers doubt 
that France wants a major success at Geneva. 
They believe that De Gaulle might try to 
torpedo the conference if he thinks that 
such a move would aid his campaign to in
crease French influence in world affairs. 

"I don't really think he will do it," said 
one informed expert who reflected the views 
of many. "But nobody except De Gaulle 
ever knows what he may do." 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch, 
Mar. 26, 1965] 

LABOR'S PROGRAM FOR BRITAIN Is HOBBLED BY 
TENUOUS HOLD IN PARLIAMENT AND TRADI
TION-DRASTIC MODERNIZATION, SAID To BE 
NEEDED IF COUNTRY Is To MAINTAIN STATUS 
IN NUCLEAR AGE 

(By Thomas W. Ottenad) 
PARIS, March 26.-In London's Trafalgar 

Square an astute student of British affairs 
glanced at the statute of Lord Nelson, hero 
of the Battle of Trafalgar in 1805 and a 
symbol of the lost age when Great Britain 
dominated much of the world. 

"The British," he said, "still claim the 
privileges of the mighty, but they; are no 
longer mighty. They have lost much of their 
power, and I doubt they will ever regain it. 

"This country's problem comes down to 
habits and traditions. In many ways it is an 
uncompetitive culture. In many ways it 
isn't interested in progress. It hasn't moved 
fast enough to keep up with the modern 
world." 

This unhappy judgment is shared by many, 
including friends, enemies, and even some 
British. · 

Britain, they say, is no longer a first-rate 
world power. Indeed, they believe it may 
not be able to maintain a second-class posi
tion unless it is willing to modernize its econ
omy, its society, and its entire structure. 

There is a new battle of Britain to be 
fought and a new government to lead it. 
How is the Labor government elected la~t 
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October 15, and headed by Prime Minister 
Harold Wilson, likely to go about it? 

Clearly the Laborites hope to turn the 
country in a number of new directions. In
formed sources both in London and on the 
Continent believe the party's program will 
follow these major guidelines: 

On foreign affairs--continued intimate 
relations with the United States; new ef
forts to relax East-West tensions; little in
terest in any form of European unity or 
Atlantic partnership that would submerge 
British identity; no new attempt to join the 
Common Market. 

On Western nuclear defenses--would not 
really mind if no new steps were taken for 
quite a while. 

On economic matters--Labor is determined 
to put more growth, technology, and gov
ernment--into the British economy. 

On social welfare-wants broad reforms in 
education, housing, and other fields, coupled 
with greater social security benefits, but on 
the whole no revolutionary change. 

It is extremely doubtful whether the Labor 
government can act effectively on any mean
ingful program. With its precarious ma
jority in Parliament whittled to three seats, 
it dares little more than caretaker functions. 

The problem facing the British is com
pounded by the continuing difficulties of the 
pound sterling. Although not so dramatic 
as last year's spectacular run on the pound, 
pressure continues, raising the possibility 
that additional financial measures may be 
required. 

Sh'arpest differences between the Laborites 
and the Conservatives who had ruled Britain 
for 13 years a.re expected in the role of the 
Government and in the Laborites' attitude 
on social and economic questions. 

Wilson and his colleagues intend to play 
an active, influential role in many areas of 
society. In matters ranging from land specu
lation to the price of butter and the nation's 
whole economic future, the Government 
plans to take a forceful part, leading, cajol
ing, pushing, and persuading although prob
ably not directly compelling. 

To achieve social change the Laborites 
are ready to use powerful economic tools. 
This attitude shows plainly in revisions be
ing made in tax policy. At one end of the 
ladder, a new capital gains tax is intended to 
redistribute part of the nation's wealth. 

Many think this move is long overdue, for 
the gap is still enormously wide between the 
privileged few and the working classes. 
Nearly three-fourths of all personal wealth 
is owned by 7 percent of the population; half 
the a.mount is concentrated in the hands of 
less than 2 percent of the people. 

At the lower end of the scale, new tax in
creases a.re designed to pay for what the 
Laborites call the largest expansion of social 
security benefits since the system began in 
1948. Old-age pensions will rise by about 
18 percent this year, giving typical elderly 
married couples payments of about $18 a 
week. 

Changes by the Labori tes probably will not 
revolutionize society overnight. This is pre
cluded by a broad national consensus in 
Britain on many basic goals. There are large 
areas of practical agreement between the 
Tories and the Laborites. 

Most experts doubt that there will be any 
really radical changes in fundamental British 
purpose. Thus the Labor Party is not going 
to try to get rid of private business any more 
than the Conservatives tried to get rid of 
socialized medicine. 

Similarity between the two parties shows 
up most strongly in foreign policy. Basic 
ideas are much the same, although Labor is 
regarded generally as more anti-European. 
This may be true, but it also is true that the 
Oonservatives were highly am,bivalent on the 
question of Britain's relation to the rest of 
Europe. 

Conversations with high Government om
clals as well as with experts· outside the Labor 

Party indicate clearly that the Laborites have 
no enthusiasm for the idea of a federated 
Europe. "Why should we want to join 
Europe?" a Cabinet member asked in sur
prise. "We're not Europeans." 

Some leaders of the party would find much 
more acceptable French President Charles c!e 
Gaulle's idea of a loose alliance of national 
European states, each stm clutch~ng tightly 
its cherished, if antiquated, national sov
ereignty. 

Similarly the Laborites favor a three-cor
nered Atlantic partnership among the United 
States, Europe, and Britain. They have no 
liking for a two-way partnership between the 
United States an an integrated Europe that 
would include Britain. 

In both these areas the Labor Party is at 
odds with the United States. America has 
favored true integration for Europe over De 
Gaulle's looser concept, and it has looked 
toward a two-member Atlantic partnership. 

A third area of disagreement concerns 
Western nuclear defense policy. The .Labor 
government has firmly opposed the American 
proposal for a multilateral nuclear force 
(MLF) for the Western alliance. Although 
Wilson has suggested as a substitute a 
broader Atlantic nuclear force (ANF), in
formed sources believe he really would not 
mind if his plan died just as, in the British 
view, the MLF already has. 

Differences between the United States and 
Britain have been sharpened by mounting 
British concern over American policies in 
southeast Asia. The leftwing of the Labor 
Party has become increasingly restive at the 
U.S. expansion of the war in Vietnam. Dis
closure this week that various forms of non
lethal gas have been used in South Vietnam 
has generated new controversy in Britain. 
There are increasing demands that Britain 
disassociate itself from American policy in 
Vietnam. 

Britain's concern over Vietnam is intensi
fied by its own problems in the Far East. 
It is heavily committed to support Malaysia 
in its struggle against guerr1lla attacks by 
Indonesia. Producing about one-third of the 
world's rubber and tin, Malaysia is an im
portant economic prize where there are heavy 
British investments. 

Labor Party foreign policy places heavy 
emphasis on efforts toward disarmament and 
against the spread of nuclear weapons. Un
like the Conservatives, the Laborites are 
ready to give up Britain's own independent 
nuclear deterrent and depend on American 
military power. Their effort is complicated, 
however, by the MLF-ANF controversy. 

Diplomats who have watched Wilson 
closely say he has two major objectives in 
foreign policy: one is to seek new ways of 
reducing East-West tensions; the other is to 
direct Western attention increasingly to the 
Middle and Far East, where he believes the 
problems are more pressing than they are in 
Europe. 

By all odds the most imperative challenge 
facing the Labor Party is the herculean task 
of revitalizing and modernizing Britain's 
antiquated and sluggish economy. 

One of Wilson's first moves in this area has 
been to try to cut Government spending on 
defense. This is mirrored in his effort to 
avoid the expensive MLF and to junk new, 
high-priced weapons such as the TSR-2 
bomber. 

This could be extremely significant if he is 
willing and able to go far enough. If he 
could shift the country's concentration of 
money, scientists, and technologists away 
from defense and into badly needed civilian 
export industries, the effects would be far 
reaching. But the job is both difficult and 
politically dangerous. 

To deal with immediate crises in the bal
ance of payments and pound sterling, the 
Government has been forced into a variety 
of short-term measures. These have in
cluded unprecedented international borrow-

ing of $3 b1llion, a temporary 15 percent sur
charge on most imports, and a hike in the 
basic bank rate from 5 to 7 percent. 

The basic need is to increase exports and 
boost the rate of economic growth. Labor 
has pinned its hopes chiefly on Government
led efforts to plan the national economy, 
check the rising spiral of prices and wages, 
and prod both business and unions into bet
ter performance. 

In the field of economic planning, top 
British officials talk privately of a scheme 
similar to the one used successfully in France 
since 1946. Such a program would set tar
gets for economic growth, together with pro
duction goals for major industries. It would 
not be compulsory, but might offer financial 
incentives to encourage cooperation. This 
concept is considerably more ambitious than 
the limited approach to planning that was 
made by the Tories. 

A new Ministry of Technology has been 
established to encourage industrial moderni
zation. A new Ministry of Economic Affairs 
is to do long-range planning and find ways 
of strengthening industries that aie most 
inefficient. A new agency to review price and 
wage increases may be given some indirect 
regulatory authority in an effort to hold the 
inflation line. And a variety of incentives 
are being considered to stimulate exports. 

These are difficult measures to carry out. 
More important, there is a serious question 
as to whether they are adequate for the size 
and complexity of Britain's staggering eco
nomic ailment. 

A few figures tell the story. There have 
been recurrent financial crises-three in 7 
years; repeated balance-of-payments defi
cits--seven in the past 12 years--with one 
of the worst last year; persistent trade defi
cits--six in 7 years. 

Economic growth has been slow and un
certain. The Labor Party estimates that if 
British growth had just kept pace with that 
of the rest of Europe since 1951, national 
income last year would have been a third 
higher, an extra $2.2 b1llion. 

Exports are vitally needed, but in 1963 
only 29 percent of British manufactured 
goods were sent abroad, the lowest level in 
10 years. Britain's share of total world ex
ports of manufactures has dropped steadily 
since 1953. 

The causes for this economic malaise have 
their roots deep in a maze of sociological and 
economic factors that are not easy to change. 
One astute observer expressed the views of 
many when he remarked: 

"The British are slow to change, probably 
too slow. Many of their methods are not 
modern. They are hampered by restrictive 
labor practices and inefficient management. 
Some factories, schools, and public fac111ties 
are hopelessly out of date. 

"Furthermore, the economy rests on a pre
cariously narrow base. There are few raw 
materials aside from minerals. Britain must 
import, manufacture, and export in order 
to live. To do so profitably, it must com
pete. But it has lost markets and become 
less competitive." 

What is needed, say many, is nothing less 
than a national will to make drastic, funda
mental changes. What is needed, as Prime 
Minister Wilson said recently, is "the spirit 
of Dunkirk." 

No doubt there will always be an England. 
The question is--what kind. 

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post Dispatch, 
Mar. 28, 1965) 

COMMON MARKET HELD BEST HOPE OF ENDING 
EUROPE'S NATIONALISM-ECONOMIC COM
MUNITY, Now 7 YEARS OLD AND APPARENTLY 
IN SOUND CONDITION, EXERTS INDIRECT 
POLITICAL FORCE THAT MAY EFFECT GREAT 
CHANGES 

(By Thomas W. Ottenad) 
PARIS, March 27.-The European COmmon 

Market is beooming an increasingly powerfUl 
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force in world affairs. Through its concept 
of integrating national policies into a broad
er, supranational framework, it is exerting a 
significant influence on both economic and 
political life in Europe and the world. 

It already has pulled the economies of its 
six-member nations into a close and co
hesive relationship. In time they may merge 
into one economic entity in which a common 
European policy will replace individual, na
tional goals. 

The power of the European Economic 
Community is making itself felt far beyond 
its boundaries. It is exerting heavy influ
ence on world trade, international monetary 
policy, tariffs, economic relations and agri
cultural and industrial life. 

It also has become a major although in
direct political force that may greatly affect 
the future shape of Western Europe. The 
"Eurocrats" at the head of the Common Mar
ket are among the strongest advocates of 
European unity and close partnership with 
the United States. Although both of these 
undertakings appear to be stalled, leaders of 
the EEC are fighting to keep them alive and 
to protect the limited progress that has been 
made. 

They are working for the day when the 
Common Market can be expanded into a true 
political federation, leading the way toward 
a United States of Europe. Until that distant 
dawn, they are pushing ahead, confident 
that through greater economic integration 
they also are slowly but surely tying the knot 
of political union. 

In this effort is the bright promise of the 
EEC. By all odds the most imaginative, for
ward-looking political development in Eu
rope since World War II, it offers the best 
hopes for some day ending the national 
rivalries of this ancient continent and mov
ing to a more rational and stable pattern ot 
cooperation and unity. 

After 7 years of troubled existence, the 
EEC appears today to be in sound condition. 
It seems to have recovered from the shock 
and paralysis that griped it 2 years ago 
after France vetoed Britain's application to 
join the Common Market. 

At EEC headquarters in Brussels there is 
an air of confidence and assurance that was 
lacking after the French action. Top officials 
believe there is no longer any danger that 
the organization can be destroyed. 

The Common Market now is moving toward 
its goals of creating first a customs union, 
then a full economic union and eventually 
a political union of its six members--France, 
Germany, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands 
and Luxembourg. 

Outstripping its original timetable in a 
number of fields, it is far ahead of schedule 
in its drive toward formation of a customs 
union. The job is nearly three-quarters 
complete. It looks as though it wm be fin
ished by July l, 1967. 

By that time, 2Y:z years ahead of schedule, 
there is a good chance that the Common 
Market w111 have achieved the two traditional 
hallmarks of a customs union-free internal 
movement of trade and a common tariff pol
icy in dealing with the rest of the world. 

Progress toward both these objectives has 
been impressive. All quota restrictions on 
industrial goods moving from country to 
country inside the EEC have been eliminated. 
Original internal tariffs preva1ling when the 
Common Market came into existence in 1958 
have been cut by 70 percent. This means 
that articles traveling between any two coun
tries within the Common Market now are 
subject only to 30 percent of the national 
duties in force before the EEC was formed. 
The task of eliminating internal tariffs is 
now 40 percent ahead of the schedule out
lined in the Treaty of Rome, which created 
the Common Market. 

This freer climate has contributed to a 
phenomenal increase in business among the 
six members of the EEC. Intramarket trade 
leaped by nearly 130 percent between 1958 

and 1963, climbing to $15.7 bUlion. Of 
course, not all of this gain is due merely to 
reduction of trade barriers. Mucb. of it is the 
result of rising prosperity and the emer
gence of a mass consumer's market, which 
Europe previously lacked. 

The task of creating a single schedule o.f 
external tariffs is moving forward rapidly. 
Each nation in the Common Market has its 
own duties, but they are being moved grad
ually toward a common set of levies that 
will apply to all. The job is now 60 percent 
complete. 

For most goods the common external tar· 
i1fs wm be based on the arithmetical average 
of the national duties that were in force one 
year before the EEC came into being. The 
change will result in lower trade barriers in 
France and Italy, both high-tariff countries. 
It wm mean higher walls in Germany and 
the Benelux nations, traditional free traders. 

The movement toward a common external 
tariff has been accompanied by substantial 
increases in trade with the rest of the world. 
Between 1958 and 1963, imports by Common 
Market countries from the rest of the world 
rose by 53 percent, reaching a total of $24.6 
b1llion. By comparison American imports in 
1963 amounted to $17 billion. The EEC is 
the world's biggest customer. 

By mid-1967 it is possible that the Com
mon Market wm have completed measures 
allowing the free movement of labor, capital, 
and business within the EEC. A common 
agricultural policy, which already covers 86 
percent of the community's fa.rm output, 
may be fully operative by that time, too. 

Beyond the stage of a customs union lies 
the broader, more difficult goal of unifying 
the entire economies of the members of the 
Common Market. This wm require a variety 
of actions, including steps to prevent price
fixing or other restrictive business practices 
and to harmonize manufacturers' taxes. 

Also needed are common policies to re
place national programs in transportation 
and foreign trade, together with coordina
tion in labor matters and financial affiairs. 

Initial steps have been taken in many of 
these areas. Experts in Brussels attach spe
cial importance to progress that is being 
made toward dealing with economic and 
financial matters on a communitywide basis. 
Last April in what constituted the first act 
of comm:tmity economic policy, the six na
tions agreed on a common approach in com
bating in.fiation. They also made a start on 
economic planning and on strengthening the 
structure of their financial and monetary 
cooperation. 

Some European officials think the eventual 
result may be the formation of an EEC 
monetary union. A powerful but indirect 
impetus in this direction stems from the 
common grains price set last December by 
the community. The fixed price makes it 
extremely difficult for individual members 
of the community tv revalue their currencies 
unilaterally. 

If a monetary union should evolve, making 
it possible for the EEC to act as a single 
powerful unit, it would have far-reaching 
significance in international financial mat
ters. What form the union might take is 
open to speculation. It might set fixed 
rates of exchange among the six, provide for 
pooling of national monetary reserves and 
take other steps. 

It might, say some enthusiasts, even lead 
to creation of a common EEC currency to 
replace the present national systems. Re
marked one EEC official, "A few years ago it 
would have been impossible to talk of a com
mon currency. Now no one even seems up
set when the idea is mentioned." 

Beyond the economic sphere there gleams 
dimly the greatest of all the promises offered 
by the EEC: the prospect of political union 
for Western Europe. Only limited progress 
has been made in this field. Further ad
vances may be stymied for many years be-

cause of French President Charles de 
Gaulle's opposition to political integration. 

Even though direct political action may be 
impossible, leaders of the EEC believe that 
progress in the economic field is serving to 
push Etirope toward greater unity. They in
sist that important economic decisions are, 
by their very nature, political. 

Emphasizing this theory, Dr. Walter Hall
stein, president of the Common Market, told 
the Post-Dispatch, "The community is half 
political. We are not in business. We are 
in politics. 

"We are pooling national policies con
cerning the economic field. We are already 
an economic and social policy union. What 
is in the air now is the second half of the 
work of the big book of European unifica
tion in this century-the union of foreign 
and defense policies." 

There is a dispute over whether direct po
litical activity is a legitimate function of the 
Common Market. The French are inclined 
to argue that it is not. They point out that 
the Treaty of Rome makes no specific pro
vision for political integration. 

While this ls true, it is also true that there 
has been one underlying objective ever since 
the current movement to unify Europe be
gan in 1950 with the "Schuman declaration" 
that led to establishment of the European 
Coal and Steel Community. The continuing 
goal of leaders Of this e:ffort has been even
tual political federation. At times even the 
French have appeared to accept this premise. 

Perhaps the greatest political value of the 
EEC lies in the strength and dedication of 
its leaders. They are determined to prevent 
the permanent creation of the kind of Eu
rope that many of De Gaulle's critics believe 
he favors: a limited alliance cut off from in
timate connections with the United States. 

"We may have to move in the direction of 
De Gaulle's concept of loose alliances," said 
one high-ranking official of the EEC. "But if 
we do, the move will be temporary in nature 
and it will not be anti-American in char
acter." He paused a moment, then added 
forcefully: 

"There is no chance that the other five 
members of the EEC would join a Europe 
that is closed, inwar.d-looking and anti
American. The choice that must be made 
is between a new Europe-one that is united 
but open, outward-looking and intimately as
sociated with the United States-and the 
old Europe-one that continues to be divided 
and disunited." 

A number of recent actions have con
tributed to the new strength of the Common 
Market. Chief among them was establish
ment of a common grains price last Decem
ber. The decision ended a dangerous in
ternal battle between France and Germany. 
It also opened the way for broader economic 
and political cooperation. 

Earlier this month initial agreement was 
reached on a plan for merging the EEC and 
its two sister organizations, the European 
Coal and Steel Community and the European 
Atomic Energy Community. The first step, 
due at the beginning of 1966, will be the 
formation of a single executive branch. This 
is to be followed evenually by complete 
merger. 

Another step forward is expected next Janu
ary 1 when the present right of veto will ex
pire on most major questions except treaty 
revisions and admission of new members. A 
new system of voting by qualified, weighed 
majorities will come into effect. 

Under the new procedure, it will be pos
sible for any one of the three large members 
of the EEC to be outvoted. As a result, 
France's ability to block action desired by 
the other five members of the community 
wm be sharply reduced. Those who favor 
greater political integration hope that the 
change will make faster action possible. 

There appears little likelihOOd that the 
question of British membership in the EEC 
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will be taken up again in the near future. 
Government leaders in London made it plain 
that the Labor Party has no intention of re
newing the nation's application for member-
ship. . 

Relations between the Common Market 
and the United States have been marred by 
a fight over agricultural policy. American 
officials believe the EEC approach is a highly 
protective one that threatens to . eliminate 
outside competition. The pessimistic fear 
that eventually the Common Market will be 
a'ble to cut off imports of many items almost 
at will. 

American interests aside, some informed 
sources question 'the effectiveness of the 
EEC's approach. They believe it may stimu
late production, creating troublesome sur
pluses. They note that the European plan 
provides no direct physical controls to curb 
production. 

There has been concern in some business 
circles in the United States that formation 
of the Common Market may damage Ameri
can exports of manufactured goods. With 
internal levies removed but with external 
tariffs remaining around the .EEC, there is 
fear that American firms will be placed at 
a disadvantage. The desire to get inside the 
EEC tariff wall explains in part the increas
ing tendency of American firms to establish 
European subsidiaries. 

EEC officials 'believe American fears are 
groundless. They assert that the EEC's posi
tion on industrial trade has been generally 
liberal. It has cut industrial tariffs and can 
show that its average levy is lower than 
those of either the United States or the 
United Kingdom. Trading experience so far 
has been highly favorable to the United 
States. 

The EEC is compiling an impressive record 
in many fields of economic and social pol
icy. Among major actions, it has: 

Established the principle of equal pay for 
men and women; created a social fund to 
finance the . retraining of displaced workers; 
established antitrust laws; moved toward 
free movement for capital, labor, and busi
ness within the EEC; taken steps to assure 
equal rights for migrant workers; made loans 
to underdeveloped areas of the Common 
Market; laid the groundwork for a regional 
development policy; given financial aid to 
nations, largely in Africa, that are associ
ated with the EEC; banned national dis
crimination in the transportation of goods 
and started work on a common energy pol
icy. 

Economic p,rogress has been impressive, 
whether the EEC is cause or corollary. 
Wages and salaries of individual workers rose 
by 56 percent in 5 years after establishment 
of the EEC in 1958. Consumer prices in the 
same period rose only 16 percent. The com
munity has become the fastest growing ma
jor economic area in the Western World. 
Between 1958 and 1963 its growth in both 
industrial production and gross national 
product outstripped that of the United 
States. 

The linkage of six nations has created a 
powerful economic base. The EEC's popula
tion of 179 million is only slightly less than 
that of the United States. Its working popu
lation of 72 million is actually somewhat 
higher than that of America. Gross national 
product in 1963 was $249 billion, nearly half 
that of the United States. It is the world's 
largest trader, standing first in imports and 
second in exports. 

A controversy is expected later this year 
within the EEC over a proposal to change the 
method of financing the community's agri
cultural support system. There are disagree
ments over the size of export subsidies, 
which principally benefit France, and over 
the distribution of revenues from import 
levies. · 

The outlook for the Common Market for 
the future appears to be for further ad-

vances toward economic unification but con
tinued controversy and perha~ stalemate 
in the field of political union. 

A top official of the EEC told the Post
Dispa tch, "I think the situation that has 
prevailed for the past 2 years will continue 
for some time. On one side, the six nations 
are working together in the field of economic 
integration, making good progress. 

"On the other, they are quarreling over 
political union, nuclear defense, foreign pol
icy, enlarging the EEC, and over relations 
with the United States. We believe Europe 
must unite and be independent, but that 
its independence must be built in conjunc
tion with, not against, the United States. 

"We could move a lot faster if there were 
not so much anti-American feeling at the 
top in France." 

ADDRESS BY WADE B. FLEETWOOD 
TO MINNESOTA STATE JUNIOR 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 

have been informed that the Minnesota 
State Junior Chamber of Commerce con
vention held in Moorhead, Minn., on Feb
ruary 12 and 13, 1965, was a productive 
and well-attended one. 

One of the highlights of the work of 
the convention was the presentation of 
the Partners of the Alliance program 
as a statewide project. This project 
was initiated by the Minneapolis Jay
cees, and was unanimously adopted by 
the board of directors; a partners res
olution was adopted during a business 
session attended by 500 delegates; and 
the program was detailed at a luncheon 
meeting, and was discussed further at 
aforutn. 

The luncheon speaker was Wade B. 
Fleetwood, special assistant in the Part
ners of the Alliance programs, Agency 
for International Development, Wash
ington, D.C. Nearly 650 junior cham
ber members attended the luncheon, and 
heard how they can lead Minnesota in 
the organization of a statewide pro
gram in partnership with Uruguay. 

The President of the United States 
mentioned the Partners of the Alliance 
programs as one of the accomplishments 
of the Alliance for Progress in his foreign 
aid message of January 14, 1965; and I 
ask unanimous consent that the address 
by Mr. Fleetwood be printed in the REC
ORD, so that Minnesotans and others 
throughout the country will have a better 
understanding of the partners programs. 

I also ask that a report from the Feb
ruary 19 issue of Time magazine be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
and the article were ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 
ADDRESS BY WADE B. FLEETWOOD, SPECIAL 

ASSISTANT, PARTNERS OF THE ALLIANCE PRO
GRAMS, ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS, ON THE 
OCCASION OF THE MINNESOTA STATE JUNIOR 
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE LUNCHEON MEET
ING, HELD IN THE CIVIC AUDITORIUM, FARGO, 
N. DAK., FEBRUARY 13, 1965 
Mr. Toastmaster, distinguished guests, 

Jaycees of Minnesota, ladies and gentlemen, 
your international director of the Minnesota 
Jaycees, Mr. John Kotula, reminded me last 
night that Abraham Lincoln once noted that 
it was possible for him to prepare a 1-hour 
speech in 5 minutes, but that to prepare a 5-
minute speech it took him 1 hour. As to 
my talk today, I will speak a little more than 
5 minutes and a lot less than 1 hour. As 

most of you know, it will be my pleasure to 
participate in a special forum later in the 
afternoon at which time I will put myself 
in the bull's eye and do my best to answer 
your questions in detail in regard to the 
Partners of the Alliance program. 

I feel that I would be remiss in my duty 
as a guest in your State if I did not pause 
to salute an outstanding Minnesotan and 
American, a great Senator and Vice Presi
dent, your own HUBERT H. HUMPHREY. It 
is my understanding that the Vice President 
and the mayor of Minneapolis, Honorable 
Arthur Naftalin, participated in a TV show 
in St. Paul last week in which both indicated 
their interest and strong support of the 
partners program. It is certainly a pleasure 
to welcome the support of the mayor and 
the Vice President of the United States. 

I am also advised that Gov. Karl F. Rolvaag 
has expressed in a like manner his interest 
and support of this newly developing pro
gram under the Alliance for Progress. Yes
terday, at the airport in Minneapolis, where 
I participated in a press conference upon my 
arrival from Washington, D.C., I had an 
opportunity to meet with Mr. Robert Goff, 
an administrative assistant to the Governor. 
He reaffirmed the Governor's intention to 
follow the program closely and lend the 
support of his office to enhance its develop
ment in Minnesota. 

Also, your Minnesota congressional delega
tion is taking a leading role in making the 
partners program known among the citizens 
of this State. We are indebted for the 
assistance given by Sena tor EuGENE 
McCARTHY, whose initial letters regarding the 
partners program directed to certain of your 
State leaders, started the chain of events 
culminating in the presentation of the pro
gram today at this convention. Just this 
week, I had a visit with Senator MONDALE 
who was very enthusiastic about the prospect 
of Minnesota participating in the "grass 
roots" program. Further, I had a meeting 
in the office of Congressman ALEC OLSON 
prior to coming to Minnesota. The Con
gressman has a deep interest in the on-going 
program between Montevideo, Minnesota, 
and Montevideo, Uruguay, and welcomes the 
complement to this program that a state
wide Minnesota Partners of the Alliance 
Program would offer to the rural areas of 
Uruguay. Congressman CLARK MACGREGOR 
of the 3d District and I traveled on the same 
plane yeste·rday from Minneapolis to Fargo 
and earlier, had a brief discussion of the 
partners program. Others of the congres
sional delegation are also looking forward to 

. the report regarding the partners program 
and its pl'esentation at this convention. 

It is a pleasure to say a special word on 
behalf of the Minneapolis Junior Chamber 

. of commerce for the initiative and action
mindedness of their leadership that have 
brought the partners program as a project 
for the consideration of this convention. 
These young men have done much ground
work prior to the submission of their report 
to ~he International Relations Committee. 

Another word of special thanks should be 
extended to the Moorhead Jaycees for stag
ing this great Jaycee convention. They are 
to be commended for the outstanding ar
rangements they have attended to in mak
ing the delegates welcome and comfortable. 
Let's hear it for the Moorhead Jaycees. I 
feel right at home am.ong Jaycees. Last May 
I flew directly to Moscow, Idaho, from Ecua
dor. There I joined your last year's national 
Jaycee president, Mr. Richard Headlee on 
the program at the Idaho State Convention 
of the Junior Chamber of Commerce. He, 
too, reflecting the drive and vigor of all Jay
cees, was very much interested in the new 
Partners of the Alliance program and my 
first hand report from Latin America. 

I feel that I must warn you that I became 
rather used to an old tradition in the Senate 
during my days on· Capitol Hill. It was my 

· ... --.ri 
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pleasure to have served as executive secre
tary to Senator FRANK CHURCH for 7 years. 
Since coming. to AID, and especially since 
working with this partners program, I find 
that I tend to filibuster. Please forgive me. 
senator CHURCH and I grew up in the same 
block in Boise, Idaho. We enjoyed a friend-· 
ship stretching back over 30 years. When 
we first came to Washington, D.C., an ac
quaintance of mine said, "Is it true that you 
and Senator CHURCH grew up in the same 
block?" I said that it was. "And is it true 
that you went all through school together?" 
I affirmed this. "Then why ls it," he said, 
"that he looks so young and you look so 
dam old?" 

Another young man, John Kennedy, of 
whose words we were reminded last Novem
ber 22, said, "To other peoples in the huts 
and villages across the globe struggling to 
break the bonds of mass misery, we pledge 
our best efforts to help them help them
selves, for whatever period is required • • • 
because it is right." 

President John.son, in his state of the 
Union address on January 4, 1965, twice re
ferred to the Alliance for Progress, noting 
that we had "joined in an Alliance for Prog
ress toward economic growth and political 
democracy," and, he atlirmed, "I will stead
ily enlarge our commitment to the Alliance 
for Progress as the instrument of our war 
against poverty and injustice in the hemi
sphere." 

In looking at our hemisphere, many have 
said that we face with the Alliance for Prog
ress an even greater task than was under
taken by the Marshall plan in Europe. 
There, we sought to repair the ravages of 5 
years of war while here we face the problems 
of five centuries. The Alliance for Prog
ress has been the catalyst to commence the 
needed changes that will help build the eco
nomic institutions demanded for the growth 
and full development of the great potential 
of this hemisphere. The problems requiring 
attention are many and include land and tax 
reform and pressing problems regarding edu
cation, health and agriculture. 

Last year a valuable conference was held 
in Washington, D.C., for the purpose of dis
cerning the progress of the Alliance program. 
Mr. Bill Rogers, the Deputy Coordinator of 
the Alliance for Progress, chaired the con
ference. All of the U.S. AID mission direc
tors in Latin America participated and sat 
side by side around the conference table, 
affording them an opportunity to come to
gether and compare notes as to the work
ings of the economic programs underway in 
a great common effort in all of Latin America. 
The concensus was that much progress has 
been made toward attaining the goals of the 
Alliance for Progress. 

By the end of fiscal year 1965, under the 
Alliance, U.S. AID will have helped provide 
over 36,000 classrooms; over 11 million text
books; will have constructed over 2,100 water 
systems benefiting 24 million people; will 
have built 735 hospitals and health centers 
extending medical service to nearly 9 million 
people; will be feeding over 22 million people 
under Public Law 480; will have built 3,000 
miles of road and trained nearly 75,000 
teachers. This is achievement. Our share in 
this undertaking is $1 billion a year. Though 
this amount is very great, it is less by one
third than the $1 y2 billion we spend on our 
Lawns and crab grass; it represents one-third 
of lOOth of our income; it contrasts with the 
yearly increase in our wealth which ls 15 
times what we invest in Latin America. The 
countries of Latin America are heavily com
mitted to the financial support of the Al
liance also and, in fact, put in a great deal 
more than do we. 

Under the Alliance for Progress, the gov
ernment to government programs that have 
been launched are designed to help the coun
tries of Latin America build their own in
stitutional capabilities and to resolve their 
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own problems. But it takes time to build 
institutions. Look at our own history. It 
takes time to develop an agricultural exten
sion service. It takes time to build a sav
ings and loan system. It takes time to es
tablish cooperatives. It takes time to build 
a solid educational base and to train tech
nicians. It takes time to build institutions 
to the point where they have impact on the 
people. In this institute-building proc
ess, the skeleton ls the Alliance for Prog
ress. It ls people like you who contribute 
the flesh and blood to make the Alliance 
a living reality. We are reminded that in 
the charter of Punta del Este, it says "it is 
the purpose of the Alliance for Progress to 
enlist the full energies of the peoples and 
governments of the American Republics." 

Last May 6, 1964, President Johnson, in 
a White House news conference said, "While 
the efforts of governments are vitally im
portant in the struggle for hemispheric 
progress, the efforts of private persons and 
groups can also have great impact." He 
was speaking of the Partners of the AlUance 
program. 

This, then, is in answer to the question, 
why was this program begun? The pa.rtners 
program ls an effort to get the needed items 
right into the hands of the people in the 
slum and rural areas of Latin America who 
are trying to help themselves. The program 
dates from the assignment of my colleague 
and director of the Partners of the Alliance 
programs, James H. Boren, as the deputy 
mission director in Peru. Among other 
duties, Mr. Boren was the leg man for the 
mission and traveled throughout the coun
try to meet the people and see what they 
were doing to help themselves. He found 
that they were engaged in many small proj
ects in the villages and communities 
throughout Peru to better their lives. 
They often ,approached him with requests 
for mission assistance to implement the 
projects in which they were engaged. But 
funds could not be dissipated from the in
stitution-building efforts underway in the 
country. In an attempt to get to those peo
ple with the small amount of financial as
sistance needed to make the difference be
tween a project completed or abandoned, 
Mr. Boren saw the need to join the private 
sector forces in the United States with these 
efforts taken by small groups in Peru. He 
sought to bring together the needs he saw 
with the resources of United States orga
nizations and groups that were willing and 
anxious to lend a hand. This was the for
mation of an alliance of peoples in a mean
ingful partnership for progress. Here was 
an attempt to buy a little time until the in
stitution-building efforts made themselves 
felt on the people in the countryside. 

The help that Mr. Boren was able to get 
to implement the numerous small projects 
was not in the form of gifts, but rather tools 
to finish a job. To us, in this program, a 
project ls a blackboard for a school, a pump 
to lift water from a well, a generator to 
provide a little light, some toolkits with 
which to learn a trade. These are the items 
that help give a vital sense of movement to 
the Alliance for Progress in the rural areas of 
Latin America where the help ls needed most. 
It is a program that complements the Al
liance for Progress, seeking as it does to meet 
immediate needs of people. 

Last May I had the opportunity to go to 
Colombia and Ecuador and meet with mis
sion officials looking toward further imple
mentation of the partners program in those 
countries. I was interested in seeing the 
people and learning of their problems so that 
I would have a first-hand grasp of the battle 
being waged against those forces that would 
keep men in poverty and want. I saw a 
town that had been rebuilt. Pelileo was de
stroyed in a great earthquake in 1949 and 
7,000 of her citizens lost their lives. As the 
Ecuadorans said, not a stone was left on 

a stone. But those people have rebuilt their 
town a couple of miles away from the old 
site. I saw their wide streets and neat 
buildings and the pride on their faces. I 
visited the small hospital with its one doctor. 
The operating table is what you and I woul<\ 
call an examination table and the light for 
that room was a goosenecked lamp. There 
were no anesthetics. Since that visit, Idaho 
has become the partner of Ecuador and has 
assisted the people of Pelileo in their efforts. 

Senator CHURCH recently told me that as 
he walks down the streets of Boise or Poca
tello, people stop him and say, "Sure Sen
ator, I know what the Alliance for Progress 
ls and what its principles are. But what 
can I do to help the Alliance?" Senator 
CHURCH tells them now that they can help 
through their Lions, Kiwanis, Business and 
Professional Womens' clubs, Rotary groups, 
Junior Chamber of Commerce chapters, 
League of Women Voters and other local civic 
organizations through the Idaho Partners ot 
the Alliance. 

This partner program is a real challenge, 
a real test for the private sector. The op
portunities to directly participate are un
limited. There ls enough for all. And Min
nesota has a target. Your partner ls Uru
guay. 

Uruguay ls south of Brazil and east of 
Argentina. Small in comparison with its 
neighbors, it is larger than Belgium, the 
Netherlands, Denmark, and Switzerland 
combined. Nearly 82 percent of its land 
area ls devoted to livestock raising, while 10 
percent is utilized with the raising of crops. 
Over one-half of its boundary is water-the 
ocean, rivers or lakes. The beautiful coastal 
city of Punta del Este gave its name to the 
charter that established the Alliance for 
Progress. Uruguay ls a social democracy and 
does not contain the extremes of wealth and 
poverty common to the majority of Latin 
America. 

The partners program offers the opportu
nity for Minnesota to develop a substan'tlve 
program involving all the citizens of your 
State with the rural areas of Uruguay. It 
could be a meaningful augmentation to your 
on-going Montevideo program with the cap
ital city of Uruguay. But to be really ef
fective, it ls imperative that you reach the 
people in this State-every group and orga
nization within your borders can partici
pate in the Minnesota Partners of the Alli
ance program. It ls a channel through 
which civic clubs, unions, business, and pro
fessional groups, schools and even private 
individuals can work directly with the peo
ple of Uruguay. 

What are the steps that can be taken in 
Minnesota to effect a statewide program and 
wh,at can ,the Jaycee's do to spearhead the ef
fort in this State? 

First. The Jaycee's can be the leaders to 
help direct the selection of a statewide rep
resentative committee. All spectrums of life 
in Minnesota should be represented 1n that 
body. 

Second. It would be the responsibility of 
the State committee to select a strong State 
chairman and executive committee. 

Third. A nominating committee drawn 
from the parent committee would have the 
responsibility of selecting a program de
velopment team whose membership should 
encompass the fields of education, health, 
labor, business and civic organizations. 

Fourth. Our mission in Uruguay will is
sue invitational travel orders for your Min
nesota ·team to go to Uruguay and see the 
people. They would first meet with U.S. AID 
offi.clals for briefings on the economic pro
grams developing within that country as 
well as political briefings by our Embassy. 
The team would experience no junket, nor 
pink tea visit, but rather would ride in jeep 
or boat or plane to get out into the country
side, and would wade in the backwash of the 
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rivers and eat the dust of the open road. 
Our teams return from Latin America com
plaining that they have no time to buy 
souvenirs. Their schedule each day is an 
arduous one. 

Fifth. Your Minnesota team would then 
report their findings back to the State com
mittee and discuss the self-help projects 
they had witnessed. It would be their task 
to help formulate the program by which the 
material and human resources of Minnesota 
could 'be marshaled and brought to bear upon 
the need they found. 

Sixth. Finally, every Jaycee chapter in 
the State would be called upon to seek the 
groups and organizations within their com
munities to implement small impact-type 
projects that mean so much to the people 
who, by their own hands, are attempting to 
make for themselves and their children a bet
ter life. It is a fact that there is widespread 
self-help in Latin America and it is one of 
the reasons why the American people and the 
Congress are responding to the partners 
program. Our partners office acts as a 
catalyst to bring the private sector here and 
in Latin America together and 25 of our 
States are now engaged in the program. In 
his foreign aid message of January 14, 1965, 
the President of the United States saw flt to 
mention the partners program as one. of the 
accomplishments of the Alliance for Prog
ress. It is your program. The Government 
stands in the wings to serve as your re
source, to speed communications and trans
portation between you and your partner. 

In such a program, a program in which the 
efforts of all your citizens are important, 
each Jaycee chapter throughout Minnesota 
can function to develop this statewide pro
gram by taking the lead in your communi
ties. I know of no more action-minded group 
to show the way. I urge you to lead. Your 
counterparts in Idaho, Colorado, and Ala
bama have launched. the program. I predict 
that Minnesota can soon lead the Nation in 
a miihty response of the people here to lend 
a hand to those already helping themselves. 
I know that Minnesota wlll meet their ex
tended hand not with charity but with 
friendship. 

America ls responding through her citizens 
in meeting the challenge. They seek to lift 
the eyes of despair to hope, to join hands 
with friendship. 

America is responding through her citizens 
in meeting the challenge. They seek to lift 
the eyes of despair to hope, to join hands 
with those who seek to improve their lot, 
and thus, together, attain a vast improve
ment in the lives and spirits of men through
out the Americas. 

I have come here today to seek your help, 
looking toward the prospect of Minnesota, 
with its industrious people and its bountiful 
resources, joining in a meaningful partner
ship with Uruguay. I am confident that 
Minnesota will respond. 

[From Time magazine, Feb. 19, 1965] 
THE ALIANZA-STATES-TO-PEOPLE Am 

The biggest share of Alliance for Progress 
aid goes into long-term development pro
grams, and it often takes a desperately long 
time to filter through Government bureauc
racies. To give ordinary Latin Americans a 
sense of progress now, the United States is 
backing a new program called Partners of 
the Alliance. The idea ls to match a U.S. 
State with a country, region, or large state 
in Latin America that shares some common 
characteristics and let the partners take it 
from there. 

Since the program started 17 months ago, 
22 U.S. States have joined, and 13 more are 
expected to sign up by the end of this year. 
Allanza officials in Washington establish the 
first contacts between the State governments 
and their Latin American opposite numbers. 
Utah is paired with Bolivia because both 

have a mountainous, mining economy; Illi
nois is matched with the big Braz111an state 
of Soo Paulo, whose booming highly indus
trialized capital city 1s Latin America's 
closest facsimile of Chicago. Most of the 
U.S. States then send a delegation down 
south .to see how they can ·be useful; then 
get in touch with local organizations at 
home to get the plans going. 

A shipment of 21 tons of electrical equip
ment from rural electrical cooperatives in 
Kentucky is helping an Ecuadoran coopera
tive double its output; Wisconsin plans to 
send a similar shipment to Nicaragua. Idaho 
has sent sewing machines to an Ecuadoran 
orphanage where the girls learn to become 
seamstresses. The junior chamber of com
merce in Mobile, Ala., has sent to Guatemala 
a bookmobile 'and funds to build a rural 
school, while Santa Barbara, CaUf., has pro
vided $100,000 worth of medical equipment 
and pharmaceuticals for Bogota. 

Last week a Texas delegation headed by 
Edward Marcus, of Dallas' Neiman-Marcus 
department store, returned from Lima, where 
the Texans investigated joint-venture possi
bilities with Peruvian businessmen. And a 
group of New Jersey civic leaders is just back 
from a vis.it to Brazil's underdeveloped 
northeast state of Alagoas, looking for ways 
to help Braz111ans help themselves. In one 
village the North Americans promised assist
ance for 10 self-help projects, starting with 
a powerful pump for an irrigation well. Ar
thur Byrnes, assistant Alianza director for 
Brazil, explains: "This program is small in 
terms of dollars. But it is reaching the 
people directly, bringing about immediate 
results, and that makes a great difference." 

THENEWFARMBILL 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, my 

attention has been called to the fact that 
the press-association articles on the farm 
bill sent to Congress today feature the 
statement that it will increase a little 
the consumer cost of bread. 

Personally, I think the big news in the 
farm-bill story is that the income of 
farmers, who have been hard pressed 
for a decade now, is going to be improved 
a little, the rate of disappearance of 
farming units will slow down some, and 
the national economy will be stronger, 
as a result of the proposals the admin-
istration has made. p • 

It is an interesting fact that strenuous 
e:ff orts are always made to arouse con
sumers about farm bills, but the protests 
are almost always synthetic; they are 
not bona fide consumer protests. 

The editor of the editorial pages of 
the Des Moines Register and Tribune 
made a speech at the fifth annual Farm 
Policy Review Conference here in Wash
ington, in January; and he pointed out 
that the "bread-tax" cry was raised by 
a certain farm organization and agricul
ture-related industries, and that it did 
not originate with consumer or labor 
groups. 

The editor, Lauren Soth, had the as
sistance of Dr. Don Hadwigger, of Iowa 
State University, in going over labor and 
consumer publications for 10 years. 

Mr. Soth said, in his talk at the con
ference: 

There has been a great deal of talk 1n 
farming circles in recent years about "poor 
public relations," "bad press for agriculture," 
and the like. But I have found little evi
dence of this. In preparation for this paper, 
a search of recent (last 10 years) published 
materials of labor unions, consumer groups, 
and urban groups failed to produce signlfi-

cant examples of protest against farmers be
cause of high food costs. 

As a matter of fact, the AFL-CIO usually 
has backed farm income support legislation 

·in Congress. Consumer and urban groups, 
to the extent that they have taken an inter
est in agriculture at all, have been more con
cerned with the problem of poverty in agri
culture, migratory farm labor, the absence 
of welfare legislation for farm workers, a.nd 
that sort of thing, •than in food prices. The 
National Consumers League, for example, 
testifying in Congress on farm labor and 
rural poverty in 1964, argued that the con
sumer could well afford the slight increase 
in cost of fOOd that might accrue through 
providing a minimum wage and better living 
conditions for farm laborers. 

The truth is that practically all the objec
tion to farm production controls comes from 
certain farm organizations and agriculture
related industries, which have a stake in 
large volume farm production, and from 
theorists who see such regulations as beyond 
the pale of prescribed doctrine of free enter
prise. Farm organizations in some cases 
have argued that consumer antagonism re
quired a reduction in farm controls. There 
has been talk of farm price support legisla
tion being a "bread tax" on consumers. So 
far as I have been able to find, this protest 
does not come from consumers. 

I sincerely hope the press will be fair 
to farmers, and will report the plight of 
farm operators. 

For example, since 1959, prices received 
by farmers have dropped 6 percent, but 
prices paid by farmers are up 9 percent. 
The parity ratio, reflecting the relation
ship between prices received and prices 
paid, stood at 85 in 1958, and was down 
10 points to 75 last year. 

Giving the farmers 100 percent of 
parity for domestic f OOd wheat is not go
ing to cost American citizens as much as 
$3 per capita per year, based on aver
age consumption of wheat products. 

Food will still cost American citizens 
a smaller proportion of their income than 
food costs in any other nation in the 
world. Food will still be a bargain; and 
the American economy will be healthier
to the benefit of everyone in the Nation
if the Secretary's recommendation on 
food wheat is carried out. 

My objection to the new farm bill, 
which I have examined only hurriedly, is 
that half the increase in return from 
domestic food wheat is to be recaptured 
by the Treasury by discontinuing export 
certificates---$125 million out of a pro
spective $250 million gain in farm in
come-at a time when saving farmers is 
more important than cutting the farm 
budget. 

The liquidation of farmers hurts cities 
as much as it hurts rural areas. Half of 
the unemployment in our cities today is 
a result of displacement of farmers, who 
have been forced to move into cities and 
to search for jobs that are not available. 

The modest increase in consumer costs 
proposed in the administration farm bill 
is probably a great deal less than city 
consumer costs will be to pay relief and 
unemployment costs, if farm income is 
not brought up to considerably improved 
and more equitable levels. 

TERMINATION OF MEXICAN FARM 
LABOR PROGRAM 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, in 
1963, Congress voted to terminate the 
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Mexican farm labor program. It did so 
because of the evidence that the· annual 
importation of some 200,000 or more 
Mexican workers resulted in severe ad
verse effects on the job opportunities, 
wages, and working and living conditions 
of domestic migratory farm workers. 

Congress gave the employers suffl.cient 
notice, of nearly a year and one-half, 
that they would have to make adjust
ments and develop new methods of re
cruiting workers. 

It certainly was not the intention of 
Congress that the purpose of terminating 
Public Law 78 was to be offset by a great 
increase in the number of foreign work
ers recruited under another program 
permitted by the immigration laws. 

I believe that Secretary of Labor 
Wirtz deserves commendation for his 
conscientious efforts to deal with this 
problem and to keep the number of for
eign workers at a minimum. 

Recently, representatives of the east
ern and southeastern councils of 
churches met in Washington. This re
gion includes 22 States, from the eastern 
seaboard through Minnesota. They is
sued a thoughtful statement regarding 
the migratory farm labor problem and 
the work of Secretary Wirtz; and I ask 
unanimous consent that their statement 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF EASTERN AND SOUTHERN COUN-, 

CILS OF CHURCHES CONCERNING MIGRA
TORY FARM LABOR 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-Representatives of 22 

eastern and southeastern State councils of 
churches meeting in Washington sent a 
message today to Secretary of Labor wmard 
Wirt.z and congressional leaders supporting 
Mr. Wirtz in his firm stand against continued 
importation of foreign farm labor unless 
the grower can prove in good faith that he 
cannot recruit an adequate supply of do
mestic labor. 

The statement said: 
"The migrant ministry of the churches 

working together through the Councils of 
Churches has always conceived of its mission 
to include a ministry to both farm laborers 
a.nd growers. In the. interest of both, we 
recommend continued opposition in princi
ple to the importation of foreign labor be
cause of its detrimental effect on the domes
tic labor market and the agricultural econ
omy of the Nation, and because it is believed 
there is sufficient domestic labor to meet the 
growers' needs if they are properly recruited, 
trained, and paid. 

"It is recognized, however, that during the 
period of transition from the use of foreign 
to domestic labor many growers and those 
who must supply farm labor are faced with 
complex problems, but it is believed that 
the present regulations set by the Secretary 
of Labor are adequate. 

"These regulations sharply restrict the use 
of foreign labor, but do permit their im
portation for emergency needs wher·e the 
grower has demonstrated his inab111ty to em
ploy domestic labor. 

"We firmly oppose any legislation that 
would open the door to the importation of 
foreign labor and express confidence in the 
Secretary of Labor to administer these regu
lations. It is strongly recommended that 
he not certify the importation of foreign 
labor until it has been demonstrated to him 
beyond reasonable doubt that the growers, 
in good faith, have exhausted every means 
possible of securing domestic labor without 
success. 

"We also recognize that some growers face 
legitimate problems during the first year of 
transition from foreign to domestic labor 
and will need the Secretary of Labor's help 
in securing the labor they need. 

"We are pleased to hear of and commend 
those growers who have by their own efforts 
and initiative raised farm labor standards 
and wages and have attracted sufficient do
mestic labor to meet their needs. 

"The Secretary of Labor is also urged to 
intensify the efforts of Government to help 
provide an adequate supply of better trained 
domestic farm labor for the growers, and to 
raise labor standards so that no grower will 
need foreign labor in the future. 

"We urge continued support for further 
migrant labor legislation to provide for ( 1) 
extension of the Migrant Health Act; (2) 
an agricultural minimum wage; (3) collec
tive bargaining rights for farm workers; (4) 
prohibition of harmful child labor on the 
farm; (5) better recruitment, transportation, 
and placement procedures for migratory 
farm workers, and (6) the establishment of 
a National Advisory Committee on Farm 
Labor." 

Executive secretaries and directors of mi
grant ministry from 22 eastern and south
eastern State councils of churches have been 
attending their eastern regional conference 
on the migrant ministry this week at the 
National 4-H Center in Washington. 

EQUITY FOR AGRICULTURE 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, An

son Horning, of the National Association 
of Wheat Growers, has just released a 
statement supporting the President's 
proposals today in the wheat section of 
the new farm bill. 

Mr. Horning directs attention to the 
fact that wheat price has little to do 
with bread cost; that in 1947, when 
wheat was $2.80 a bushel-more than the 
President proposes for farmers at full 
parity, the price of a 1-pound loaf of 
bread was only 14 cents. 

If the full cost of giving farmers a 100-
percent return on domestic food wheat 
is passed on to consumers, he estimates 
that it will cost the average family about 
2 cents a day, or only $1.60 a person, 
annually. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Homing's statement be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF ANSON HORNING, PRESIDENT OF 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF WHEAT GROWERS, 
LARNED, KA.NS., SUPPORTING PRESIDENTIAL 
FARM Bn.L WHEAT PROPOSALS 
Anson Homing, president of the National 

Association of Wheat Growers, said the re
lease of the administration wheat bill with 
provisions to improve wheat producers in
come was welcome news to wheatgrowers 
throughout the United States. "With in
come down the past few years and operating 
costs continuing to climb, many growers 
have been hard-pressed just to meet operat
ing cost," Horning said. He stressed that 
100 percent of parity on domestic consump
tion would improve income to growers with
out additional costs to the Treasury. 

He pointed out the average American con
sumer today is spending only 18.5 percent of 
his income for food, and this is a smaller 
percentage than the consumers of any nation 
in the world spend for food. 

Horning admitted that when the certifi
cate price is increased ·to reftect full parity, 
the price of a one pound loaf of bread could 

increase by about seven-tenths of a cent. 
He further pointed out, "In 1947 the price 
of a one pound loaf of bread was about 14 
cents and wheat was sell1ng for $2.80 per 
bushel; now, today, Wheat is selling for $2.00 
per bushel for domestic consumption, and 
that same one pound loaf of bread costing 
consumers 21 cen~an increase of 50 per
cent to consumers while farm prices were 
declining almost 30 percent." He continued, 
"If the wheat farmer had received an 81 per
cent increase in the price of wheat from 
1947 to 1963-the same as marketing spreads 
had increased-he would now be getting 
almost $4.00 per bushel for his wheat, and 
a loaf of bread would be costing consumers 
more than 24 cents." 

"The added income for growers provided 
in the wheat bill wm cost the average family 
in the United States only about 2 cents per 
day, or about $1.60 per year for each person. 
We believe that labor, industry, and the con
sumers of this Nation want to see Agriculture 
prosper, and will support this small increase 
in the price of bread in order to insure a 
healthy and prosperous wheat industry," 
Horning concluded. 

ADDRESS BY ROGER SAVARY TO 
ANNUAL CONVENTION OF NA
TIONAL FARMERS UNION 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, one 

of the principal addresses at the 63d 
annual convention of the National 
Farmers Union, held recently in Chicago, 
was delivered by Roger Savary, secre
tary general of the International Fed
eration of Agricultural Producers. 

In his address, Mr. Savary reviewed 
briefly the history .and activities of the 
international federation, and discussed 
the problems facing farm families in 
countries where a free economy exists-
in particular, that of maintaining the 
individual owner-operator system of 
farming. He also dealt with the ques
tion of competition between farmers of 
each nation, as well as their areas of 
agreement. 

I believe that his address will be of 
interest to all who are concerned with 
farm problems; therefore, I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ADDRESS BY MR. ROGER SAVARY, SECRETARY 

GENERAL, INTERNATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCERS AT THE 63D AN
NUAL CONVENTION OF THE NATIONAL FARM
ERS UNION, CHICAGO, ILL.: MARCH 1965 
The International Federation of Agricul

tural Producers had its beginnings some 20 
years ago when the decision was taken to 
broaden the original British concept of a 
federation of the farmers' unions 1n com
monwealth countries and to set up instead, 
a world body including at the start the na
tional organizations of farmers in European 
and North American countries. 

There were two major reasons why the 
response to the call to establish a world 
farmers' union was received with such 
favor: The first one was th::i,t the experience 
of the thirties had clearly demonstrated that 
laissez-faire could no longer be expected to 
restore even a semblance of balance on agri
cultural markets but also that no strictly 
national policy was likely to achieve an ac
ceptable farm situation in a world where 
recourse to export and import control and 
to widespread governmental subsidies had 
become almost universal; the second reason 
was that the establishment of the Food and 
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Agriculture Organization of the United Na
tions (FAO) had raised great expectations in 
two directions. It was widely anticipated 
that governments through FAO would 
promptly evolve a network of international 
agreements designed to achieve an orderly 
marketing of the major agricultural com
modities on a world basis; and it was equally 
hoped that a successful attack would be 
made on the problem of undernourishment 
and malnutrition in underprivileged areas 
of the world. 

IFAP was an immediate success. The 
most striking feature of its first conferences 
was a realization of the extent to which 
farm leaders the world over agreed on a few 
fundamental principles and were willing to 
try to reconcile their differences in the mu
tual interest of their members. 

In the early years of the federation the 
major problems of world agriculture were, 
of course, to reconstitute the production 
potential of farms in all the areas which 
had suffered directly or indirectly from war 
operations. These were the years of the 
Marshall plan and the European recovery 
program; the years when European farmers 
were catching up on technical developments 
which had taken place while they were 
starved for information and requisites. The 
concept of productivity became better un
derstood and great strides made everywhere. 
At the same time world farm leaders real
ized clearly that agriculture was the most 
vitally interested economic sector in a rapid 
growth of the world economy. 

In the long run, expanding markets for 
food would emerge primarily in those areas 
where people's diets are grossly inadequate 
and the only way to transform their exist
ing needs into effective demand was a 
stepped-up rate of their economic expansion. 
IFAP was, I believe, the first international 
nongovernmental organization strongly to 
endorse the United Nations programs of tech
nical assistance and economic cooperation. 
It was also instrumental in convincing gov-

, ernments to conclude major commodity 
agreements under which, in particular, an 
expanding wheat trade at stable prices be
came possible. 

In the early fifties, however, structural 
surpluses of a few commodities began to 
hang over world markets and the problem 
of their utilization became topical. While 
controversies among exporting countries 
were taking an unpleasant turn, farmers' 
organizations in IFAP unanimously recom
mended and promoted the adoption of inter
national principles of surplus disposal and 
the establishment under FAO auspices of the 
Washington Consultative Subcommittee 
which is still being used as a clearinghouse 
and as a watchdog body. Simultaneously, 
IFAP was active in promoting multilateral 
schemes for the utilization of surplus skim 
milk powder to ~prove the milk supply of 
large Asian cities. 

Meanwhile, the extraordinary advances 
made in this country's agriculture com
bined with the unprecedented generosity 
of the American people to launch the gi
gantic food aid programs of the Eisenhower 
and Kennedy administrations. But, IFAP 
remained convinced that a multilateral ap
proach involving all nations would be pref
erable and worked assiduously to propagate 
that idea. After many disappointing at
tempts, the United Nations in 1961 approved 
the world food program through which food 
supplies are used, under international man
agement and supervision, to accelerate the 
economic development of the less developed 
countries. This program was an experi
mental one and it is due for renewal and ex
pansion at end of 1965. IFAP has combined 
its influence with that of the International 
Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU) 
and the International Cooperative Alliance 
(!CA) to put pressure to · bear on govern
ments and insure its continuation as a ma-

jor tool in the global war against under
development. 

The world farming community, which 
IFAP was established to represent, consists 
primarily of producers who do not enjoy the 
benefits of advanced technology and do not 
as a rule harvest embarrassingly large crops. 
Although the stage of development reached 
by many countries in Africa, Asia, and Latin 
America is not yet such that active and rep
resentative organizations of farmers have 
emerged, many such organizations have 
joined IFAP during the last few years. They 
have IFAP's active support in their endeav
ors to secure a more satisfactory standing 
for agriculture in national development 
plans and technical assistance programs, 
more substantial incentives to increased pro
duction, and more acceptable conditions for 
the agricultural producers. FAO's Freedom 
from Hunger Campaign, now in its fifth 
year, was launched to dramatize the magni
tude of this problem and it is significant 
that the first campaign coordinator was the 
Secretary General of IF AP who has the 
honor of addressiing you this evening. 

I could, as you may well imagine, elab
orate at length on these activities of IFAP 
as well as on many others which have left 
their mark in the contemporary world: the 
extraordinarily successful record of our Eu
ropean Regional Committee where the very 
first proposal for a common agricultural pol
icy originated and where in spite of political 
developments beyond their control-produc
ers' representatives of all European countries 
continue to collaborate in harmony; the 
similar meetings held, on this side, among 
Canadian, United States and Mexican mem
ber organizations; the activities of our 
Standing Committee on Agricultural Coop
eration; those of our newly established com
modity committees, and many others. But, 
I would now like to turn to another aspect 
of farmers' organizations work through IFAP, 
which can be described as a continuing 
search for a better understanding of their 
mutual interests and common problems. 

That phase of IFAP's activities concerns 
the complex issue of how best to achieve and 
insure a reasonable level of prosperity for 
viable family farms in the context of a rap
idly industrializing economy. 

One of the common beliefs held by farmers' 
organizations the world over is a conviction 
that there can be no substitute for the 
unique contribution made to civilization, de
mocracy, and a balanced society by the indi
vidual farm operator. And their common 
experience is that that irreplaceable form of 
free human enterprise is gravely threatened 
today. 

Leaving aside the predicaments of agricul
tural producers in those countries whose 
governments have adopted totalitarian sys
tems which are seldom concerned with the 
welfare of the rural populations, we can see 
clearly thwt farmers today are often con
fronted with the alternative menaces of ruth
less liquidation and economic colonization. 
But, we can also see that they need to watch 
carefully many other aspects of the present 
evolution. 

To cure all the difficulties confronting 
agriculture in a rapidly expanding industrial 
economy (the least of which is not the 
tendency of nonfarm prices to increase year 
after year under the combined influence of 
cost infi-a.tion and demand inflation with the 
nonfarm sector, notwithstanding the latter's 
loud claims of ever-improving productivity), 
many economists in this, as well as in other, 
countries have a panacea to offer: drastically 
reduce the agricultural population. 

Everybody is naturally agreed that there 
is an unavoidable relationship between the 
progress of productivity per man inhererut on 
the implementation of new techniques and 
a decline in agriculture's manpower require
ments. But, there can be no such agreement 
on three crucial points: the pace which 1s 

socially desirable and. economically profitable 
for such transformation; the extent to which 
they should be allowed to proceed-in other 
words, the minimum acceptable size of the 
farm population in a given country; and the 
policies best suited to insure a smooth transi
tion from the ways of farming of yesteryear 
to those of decades to come. 

This is not the time to discuss these 
issues in depth. But, it is perhaps relevant 
to note that :those who advocate the urgent 
and radical transformation of farming pat
terns seem to be less concerned with the 
extent to which, and the ways in which, 
this could be achieved without unacceptable 
hardships for millions of farm families and, 
indeed, for the local and national communi
ties as a whole, than with the solution of 
fiscal and political problems. Problems 
which the increasing prosperity of the West
ern economies would seem to have reduced 
to quite manageable proportions. 

The threat of liquidation concerns farm
ers in practically every country and the 
formulation of positive instead of negative 
policies to size up rationally and to cope 
constructively with adjustment in agricul
tural population numbers is a challenge of 
our time. 

But, the need will remain as these policies 
are being evolved and implemented-and 
long after they have alleviated current d.ifii
culties-to maintain the safeguard of farm 
supports. This is precisely what the pro
ponents of a drastic rationalization of farm
ing patterns prefer to ignore. On this vital 
issue, virtually every farm organization has 
adopted similar policies and this creates 
across boundaries one of the strongest links 
among them. 

Adjustment problems in agriculture have. 
during the last few years, taken a new dimen-

' sion with the spread of "contract farming." 
Because centralized management of the vari
ous phases of the food productive processes
all the way from the industrial supply of 
·agricultural requisites to the retailing of 
precooked meals-makes for greater effi
ciency and higher profitability, hundreds of 
thousands of farmers in Europe as well as 
North America have become involved in 
gigantic economic operations over which 
they so far exert little or no control. 

At the same time, the trend toward larger 
production units has introduced within the 
agricultural sector competitors which have 
little hesitation to jeopardize traditional 
farmers' markets and to manipulate them to 
their immediate advantage even at the risk 
of compounding an already precarious sup
ply-demand position. 

Concentration in the supply, processing, 
and marketing sectors, vertical integration 
and contract farming are progressing every
where by leaps and bounds. The farmer 
when he does not realize in time the dangers 
of these transformations and does not work 
almost frantically to establish and strengthen 
producer-controlled cooperatives or bargain
ing organizations before nonfarm interests 
secure an entire control of this sector of 
activity is bound to become a helpless cog 
in the new agri-business complex. These 
spectacular developments have originated in 
this, the most advanced and capitalized 
economy in the world. But, they have be
come a major subject of preoccupation of 
farm organizations everywhere. Active con
sultations among them is an important cur
rent task in IF AP. 

Even where the farmer succeeds-as a ma
jority of them fortunately dcr-to safeguard 
his existence, freedom, and independence to 
become a member of a fair cooperative un
dertaking or to be associated in dignity with 
a contractual complex, present trends in 
agriculture demand a careful reconsidera
tion of a number of traditional concepts. 

The field where the farm operator is in 
a position to exert fully his initiative and 
freedom of choice tends to narrow year after 
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· year. The management adviser and his 

linear programing virtually select his lines 
of production for him, the soil specialist tells 
him how to work and fertilize his land, the 
crop and livestock specialist tells him how 
to produce to best advantage, and the man
ager of the marketing cooperative finds an 
outlet for his products. 

In these new circumstances the farmer can 
only remain an imaginative and intellectually 
active entrepreneur when he broadens his 
horizon and takes an active part in the 
formulation and implementation of farm or
ganizations policies. This vital function of 
farmers associations is increasingly recog
nized cand a subject of fruitful consultation 
among them. 

Farmers have to struggle harder than ever 
to maintain a degree of influence in the 
management of public affairs. With the re
duced influence which is the consequence 
of their declining numbers, they must learn 
to live in a society where major politico
economic decisions affecting their well-being 
will increasingly be taken by representatives 
of the urban people. Their organizations, 
therefore, have no more pressing task than 
that of projecting a true image of today's 
farmer. 

It is not true that public opinion is spon
taneously inimical to farmers' interests. On 
the contrary, there remains a fundamental 
appreciation in every urban dweller's con
science of the role of the food producer. 
But, that reserve of good will is being 
whittled away by unfair descriptions of the 
true conditions. Farmers are being de
nounced as responsible for rising costs of 
living even though their share of the con
sumer's dollars spent on food is steadily de
clining and the residual share in the over
all expenditure for total private consumption 
has become almost negligible. They are 
being accused of pilfering the State treasury 
through subsidies and grants when these 
expenditures are only a fraction of huge 
State budgets and an inadequate redress for 
the way in which economic factors are 
stacked against the little man in a system 
largely controlled by large concentration of 
interests. 

I understand that a congressional inquiry 
is underway which should throw light on 
these corners of the food economy where the 
real profits are made and I trust that it will 
be of as much interest to all farmers' orga
nizations as was a few years ago the report 
issued by the Royal Canadian Commission 
investigating the same subject. 

Many people are asking me whether the 
notion of an international brotherhood of 
agriculturalists is not deceptive. Are not 
farmers of the various countries primarily 
competitors? Conflicts of interests between 
them would seem to rule out a community 
of interests. 

The little I have been able to say of the 
major facets of IFAP's work already indicate 
that there is a substantial community of in
terests among farmers in a number of the 
major fields of contemporary economic 
policy. 

But farm leaders in IFAP do not shy away 
from a frank confrontation of those issues 
which may tend to divide them. It must be 
realized in the first place that individual 
farmers within a nation, still more than 
farmers of different countries, are competi
tors. This is the very foundation of a free 
economy. It has never precluded the suc
cessful and beneficial operation of farmers' 
unions. International competition per se is 
not therefore a factor which should rule out 
the possibility of active international cooper
ation. 

International competition, to be sure, dif
fers greatly from competition on a national 
market. The main difference consists in the 
fact that producers in different countries are 
included in very dissimilar economic en
vironments and operating under completely 
distinct laws and policies. A situation 

which calls for a substantial degree of gov
ernment control. But, we have seen that 
the operation of market forces at national 
level is universally government-controlled in 
the agricultural sectors. Similarly, there is 
an almost unanimous recognition nowadays 
of the need for a policy of orderly marketing 
at the international level. To that extent, 
national and international problems are not, 
therefore, different in nature and there is 
room for an international agricultural 
policy. 

What, exactly, such a. policy should be re
mains, of course, a matter of continuing de
bate. The important underlying prinicple, 
from farmers' standpoint, is that that de
bate must take fully into account all the 
factors which are recognized as relevant in 
the national context. It would obviously be 
inconsistent to apply a double standard to 
national and international policies. If a de
gree of price stability, acceptable farm in
comes, smooth adjustment to changes, 
protection of the farmer against abuses of 
superior bargaining power by its · economic 
partners, the imperatives of a rational town 
and country planning, and many other fac
tors are relevant to the formulation of a na
tional farm policy, these same factors can
not be deliberately ignored in evolving an 
international policy. 

This is the crucial point on which all farm
ers' organizations are agreed. The following 
excerpt from the policy report of the last 
IFAP Conference puts it in a minimum num
ber of words: 

"It would be wrong to pass judgment on 
the merits of national farming policies by 
reference to an oversimplified concept of an 
international division of labor, But, a con
structive approach demands that the validity 
of the principles on which each country 
bases its policy decisions must be constantly 
reassessed. Internationally, it is clear that 
regular examinatrons among countries of 
their national agricultural policies is neces
sary." 

Farmers' organizations in IFAP are ear
nestly working in that direction. Assiduous 
and painstaking efforts are made by all to 
study and to understand the problems of the 
other national farming communities. As a 
result of these activities, I can confidently 
say that there is today a much greater degree 
of mutual understanding and good will 
among farm leaders the world over than in 
any period of history. 

During recent months, however, we have 
witnessed a disquieting tendency, on the part 
of governments engaged in difficult and pro
tracted trade negotiations, to enlist the sup
port and to appeal to the loyalty and alleged 
self-interest of farmers' organizations who 
are pressed to give uncritical endorsement 
to rigid negotiating positions which often 
fail to recognize, as does IFAP policy, "the 
primary aim to seek, nationally and inter
nationally, an improvement on the levels of 
income for agriculture so that they compare 
more favourably with those in other economic 
sectors." I do not believe that such tactics 
enhance the chances of a successful outcome 
of trade negotiations which are already re
duced by the unfortunate tendency of press 
reports to describe the progress of these ne
gotiations in terms which would be more 
appropriate for a world boxing championship. 

In order to whittle away the efficiency of 
and, if possible, to destroy national farm 
policies, it is a time-honored practice for 
those interests which are not particularly 
amicahle toward the farming industry to play 
upon the differing outlook of small and com
mercial farmers; of crop and livestock pro
ducers; of farmers in various States and 
areas. The same tactics may prove equally 
detrimental to the future of the world farm
ing community as a whole. 

In these circumstances it is all the more 
encouraging to see that U.S. farmers remain 
strongly united under the enlightened lead-

ership of such international figures as your 
universally respected president, James G. 
Patton, and his successor to the presidency 
of IFAP, the Grange's national master, Her
schel D. Newsom. One of the purposes of 
my visit to this convention was to bring you 
the message of good will of the farmers of 
the world who have learned so m,uch from 
the pioneering developments achieved by 
U.S. farmers and who look forward to further 
progress in the direction of an even closer 
partnership among all of those who will re
main engaged in the most noble calling on 
earth. 

VIETNAM . 
Mr. MORSE. In today's issue of 

Newsweek, dated April 12, 1965, the in
comparable Walter Lippmann really 
made my speech for today in opposition 
to the shocking American war and its 
continuation in Asia. He says in his 
article, entitled "Nearing the Brink in 
Vietnain": 

While the American press is free to report 
and comment on Vietnam, our people are 
receiving very little official guidance and help 
in understanding the portentous events 
which are happening. Officially, we are be
ing told that we are now involved in a war 
between two separate na.tions, North Viet
nam and South Vietnam, and that our task 
is to put enough pressure on the North Viet
namese to make them cease and desist from 
taking part in the war at the other end of 
the country of Vietnam. 

The official interpretation is one of those 
half-truths which can be grossly misleading. 
The half of the truth which we are being 
told is that North Vietnam is sending some 
men and officers, is helping to supply, and is 
probably directing the strategy of the civil 
war in South Vietnam. The half of the 
truth which is being neglected is that in a 
very large part of South Vietnam the resist
ance to the Viet Cong has collapsed. 

Yet, it is the state of the war in South 
Vietnam which is of critical importance to 
the United States. It is on that above all 
that we need to fix our attention. For it is 
in South Vietnam that disaster impends, and 
it is the effort to forestall the disaster that 
brings us very near to becoming involved in 
a land war of great proportions. It is there 
that we are being pressed to engage several 
hundred thousand American troops and to 
face ·the prospect o;f at least a partial mobi
lization in this country to support and sus
tain those troops. 

Under the heading, "O:Hi.cial Theory 
Versus Actual Events," Walter Lippmann 
continues: 

The argument for making South Vietnam 
a second Korea is growing louder in the 
lobbies and corridors of Washington. The 
argument is being made because the ofilcial 
theory of the problem in South Vietnam has 
been confounded by events. The theory, 
which was propounded by Gen. Maxwell 
Taylor when he persuaded President Ken
nedy to enlarge our intervention, was that 
with enough arms, more money, and some 
American military advisers, the South Viet
namese could create an army able to subdue 
the Viet Cong rebellion. Until a year ago, 
more or less, this was the theory on which 
our excellent Secretary of Defense rested his 
hopes and his plans, and staked his reputa
tion as a political prophet. 

The theory has not worked. Our side has 
been losing steadily the control of the coun
tryside. It has failed to win the allegiance 
of the peasants, who are not only the ma
jority of the nation, but are the one and 
only source of military manpower. Today, 
the principal highways north and south, 
east and west, have been cut bf the Viet 
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Cong, and the cities where our clients are 
holed up are being supplied by air and by 
sea. The South Vietnamese Army has not 
surrendered, but it has so little will to fight 
and has such a high rate of desertion that 
we can no longer count on South Vietnamese 
soldiers even to supply sentries for American 
air bases and installations. 

The basic character of the war has changed 
radically since President Johnson inherited. 
it from President Kennedy. It used to be a 
war of the South Vietnamese assisted by the 
Americans; it is now becoming an American 
war very ineffi.clently assisted by the South 
Vietnamese. In fact, it would not be much 
of an exaggeration to say that the South 
Vietnamese, who have good reason to be 
war-weary, are tending to sit on the side
lines while we, who have promised to "win" 
the war, are allowed to show how we can 
win it. 

Under the heading "Numbers Not 
Enough," Lippmann continues: 

For a time the warhawks in this country 
argued that a certain amount of bombing
a "clean" war in the air rather than a "dirty" 
war on the ground-would do the trick. But 
it has not done the trick. All wars, and 
particularly civil wars, are won or lost on the 
ground. 

It ls evident enough now that the South 
Vietnamese ground forces are unable and 
unwilling to fight the war effectively. They 
may have a superiority in numbers over the 
Vietcong of 5 to 1. That is not nearly enough 
in guerrilla wars where a ratio of 20 or 50 to 
1 is not always enough. And so we are being 
confronted with two dismal prospects. The 
first is the landing of American soldiers for 
an interminable war on the ground against 
the inexhaustible masses on the Asian con
tinent. The second prospect is the bombing 
of the populated. cities in North Vietnam. 
This would bring down on us the oppro
brium of almost all the world and also the 
risk that we would compel Russia and China 
to join in opposing us. 

Having staked our prestige on- the out
come of the civil war which is being lost 
in South Vietnam, we may find ourselves 
with a choice between the devil of defeat in 
South Vietnam and the deep blue sea of a 
much wider war in Eastern Asia. That choice 
could perhaps be avoided if we remember in 
time that when there is no m111tary solution 
to a conflict, there must be negotiation to 
end it. In such a situation, only fools-

! repeat, only fools--
wm go to the brink and over it. 

ANTI-U.S. CHILL PERVADES RUSSIA 
Mr: MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unammous consent that an article by 
Drew Pearson which appeared in today's 
Washington Post, entitled "Anti-U.S. 
Chill Pervades Russia," be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 5, 1965] 
ANTI-U.S. CHILL PERVADES RUSSIA 

(By Drew Pearson) 

Moscow .-A week in Moscow gives you the 
definite impression that the United States 
and the Soviet Union may be on a collision 
course. 

In terms of climate the snow is melting, 
the sun is out, the huge snow plows are be
ing laid up for the winter, the more daring 
daffodils are poking their noses out from 
under the slush. 

But politically the climate is the opposite. 
The freeze ts on toward the United States 
and daily it is getting more frigid. With 
each bombing of North Vietnam, each state
ment justifying the use of gas, each photo 
of Vietnamese children burned by napalm, 
the situation gets worse. 

This is my third trip to the Soviet Union 
in 4 years, and never before have I found 
criticism toward the United States so in
tense . 

The first visit was in the summer of 1961 
when the Berlin wall had just been built, 
Russian and American tanks were rumbling 
on both sides of the wall, President Kennedy 
had sent 50,000 extra troops to West Ger
many and Khrushchev had sent about twice 
this many to East Germany. A false step 
could have started war. 

But the attitude of Soviet offi.cials toward 
the United States was not as harshly critical 
as it is now. 

SOVIET-UNITED STATES FRIENDSHIP 
My second visit was in the summer of 1963 

for a second interview with Khrushchev, this 
time shortly after the signing of the nuclear 
test ban treaty. The Russian people were 
then glowing with praise of the United 
States. 

After that interview I took a sheaf of press 
cables to the Soviet telegraph offi.ce in Socchi 
to wire collect to New York. I expected a 
long wrestle with the cable offi.cials-almost 
inevitable in an Eastern country when you 
haven't cleared your collect press privileges 
with the foreign offi.ce. 

The lady in charge read the first cable re
garding better relations between the United 
States of America and the U.S.S.R. and re
marked: "Anything we can do to help peace I 
am for." She sent the cables collect, thereby 
trusting a strange capitalist newsman for 
about $300. 

When I went to the only radio station in 
Sacchi-Government owned-to make a 
transcription for use in the United States, 
the manager was glad to accommodate me. 
I asked the charge. "Nothing," he replied, 
"if you will make a broadcast about your 
visit to Socchi." 

Today this would not and did not happen. 
Much of the good will built up by the test 
ban treaty, the friendship so carefully culti
vated by exchanges of professors, students, 
scientists, and offi.cials during the past 10 
years, is out the window. 

There are several reasons for this resump
tion of the cold war. The most overriding 
and important is the fact that the United 
States has embarrassed the Soviet with the 
Chinese over North Vietnamese bombing and 
coexistence. 

For approximately 5 years the Chinese have 
been telling the Russians that coexistence 
would not work. 

Today as a result of our bombing of North 
Vietnam, the Chinese have been really rub
bing it in. With almost every bombing raid, 
they have been saying, "We told you so." 

IS UNITED STATES A PAPER TIGER? 
Before I left Washington, offi.cials were ar

guing that the United States was doing the 
Russians a big favor by bombing North Viet
nam, a policy that demonstrated we were not 
a paper tiger, that we were a force the Com
munist world had to reckon with. 

It hasn't worked this way at all. There 
was never any thought in the Russian mind 
that the United States was a paper tiger. 
The entire Soviet structure knew--especial
ly after the Cuban missile crisis-that we 
could not be pushed around when our own 
defenses were threat;ened. 

But bombing a small country on the op
posite side of the globe where American se
curity is not involved, in defense of a nation 
that in the last year has had an average of 
one change of government per month, doesn't 

help the Russians demonstrate to the Chi
nese that we are no paper tiger. 

It helps the Chinese demonstrate that we 
are aggressive bullies. As one Russian put 
tt: "It's like a big boy at school smashing 
a small boy in the face. All the sympathy 
is for the small boy." 

In the Kremlin there are powerful forces 
that never liked Khrushchev's pro-American 
policy now exerting their inftuence against 
the United States. It is this that makes the 
situation in Moscow so dangerous and could 
lead to a collision course with the United. 
States. 

Mr. MORSE. Drew Pearson has just 
come back from Russia. He gives an 
account in this article of the chill that 
pervades the Soviet Union vis-a-vis the 
war being conducted by the United 
States in South Vietnam. 

Members of the Senate have heard 
me say for many months that we are 
headed for a massive war in Asia. I 
make the statement that we are gallop
ing toward that massive war in Asia and 
that thousands upon thousands of Amer
ican boys are going to be involved in the 
next 12 months if the course of action of 
this administration is not changed. 

CANADA AND THE ASIAN CRISIS 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the press 

reports of Prime Minister Pearson's visit 
with the President recently left the im
pression that Mr. Pearson sought to ex
press concern about events in Asia with
out actually doing anything about them. 
I regret that Canada has not seen fit to 
act under the United Nations Charter 
to bring about an end to the fighting in 
Vietnam, by bringing the matter to the 
attention of the Security Council of the 
General Assembly. Canada signed the 
charter. But Canada has no boys in 
South Vietnam. It is one thing for the 
Prime Minister of Canada to come to 
the United States and make certain sug
gestions to the President, but I most re
spectfully say to him that I believe that 
Canada has a clear obligation, as a sig
natory to the United Nations, to lay be
fore the United Nations an official re
quest that the United Nations take juris
diction over this threat to the peace in 
Asia. Mr. Pearson's suggestion for a 
temporary pause in the air raids in the 
north seemed to be intended more for 
Canadian home consumption than for 
serious consideration in Washington. 
Nor does he seem to have 'pressed it seri
ously. Mr. Pearson has long been closely 
associated with the United Nations and 
is known as one of its greatest friends. 
It is that knowledge which he could now 
bring to bear on the Vietnamese problem, 
and I hope that he will find ways to do 
so. 

There is nothing to prevent the Prime 
Minister of Canada from making a for
mal request for United Nations inter
vention in behalf of peace in the Asian 
crisis. It ·shoule be obvious to all that 
there is not the slightest chance of bi
lateral negotiations between the United 
States and North Vietnam. 

We have reached the point where a 
third party force must be brought in to 
conduct the negotiations. Let me say to 
the Prime Minister of Canada that we 
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are going to have to count upon others 
in the world now-not partisans and the 
parties to the war-to use their good of
fices to bring to bear upon this crisis the 
existing procedures of international law 
for bringing about a conference table 
meeting whereby, with the nonpartici
pants sitting at the head of the table, 
and the partisans on both sides, an at
tempt will be made to save mankind 
from a holocaust which can develop 
quickly into a third world war. 

Many people do not realize-although 
it was brought out by implication in 
,Drew Pearson's column today-that 
what the United States is doing in 
North Vietnam is shooting fish in a bar
rel, killing people in a country which has 
no air defense and is almost helpless 
against air attack. 

Is it not interesting that we cannot get 
out of the Pentagon, at the very moment 
I speak, any statistics on the number of 
civilians in North Vietnam who have 
been killed? Is it not interesting that 
we do not get into the United States the 
pictures of the killing by American 
planes in North Vietnam, but we can see 
them in foreign newspapers. 

Of course, the fact is, we are not tell
ing the American people the truth. 
There is no attempt to give the Ameri
can people the full story of what is being 
done in North Vietnam by the United 
States. 

Therefore, Mr. President, once again 
on the floor of the Senate I plead-as I 
shall continue to plead, as I pleaded last 
Friday night at the coliseum in Portland, 
Oreg., before over 5,000 fellow Ameri
cans, and I shall plead next week in a 
series of speeches across this land-that 
the American people recognize that only 
they can change the warmaking policies 
of this Government. 

I say to the American people that they 
must rise up peacefully, through public 
opinion, to save the thousands and thou
sands of Americans who will otherwise 
die in an unjustifiable and unnecessary 
war. The American people must stop 
the administration from its substitution 
of jungle law and military might, this 
time practiced not by Russia but by the 
United States, instead of keeping faith 
with our ideals of substituting the pro
cedures of international law at the con
ference table in an attempt to prevent 
the ever-increasing danger of a third 
world war starting in Asia. 

ADDRESS BY JAMES G. PATrON AT 
PRESENTATION . TO VICE PRESI
DENT HUMPHREY OF AWARD FOR 
OUTSTANDING SERVICE TO AGRI
CULTURE 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, not 

long ago James G. Patton, president of 
the National Farmers Union, made an 
excellent speech in which he presented 
to the Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY' 
Vice President of the United States, the 
1965 award for outstanding service to 
agriculture. It is with pardonable pride 
that the State of Minnesota claims 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY as its own; and, 
for this reason, I ask unanimous consent 

that Mr. Patton's speech be printed at 
this point in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the speech · 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY AND FOOD FOR PEACE

THE EMERGENCE OF A MAN AND AN !DEA 
(Statement by James G. Patton, president of 

National Farmers Union, in making 1965 
Award for Outstanding Service to Agricul
ture to the Honorable HUBERT H. HUM
PHREY, Vice President of the United States, 
Mar. 15, 1964) 
The Biblical admonition to "feed the 

hungry" is as old as Christianity itself-it 
has stirred the hearts of countless men and 
women down through the centuries-among 
them the tillers of the soil and the keepers 
of the flock. -

Food for peace is one of the great advances 
of human history, not because this genera
tion of Americans created a new idea, but 
because this was the first generation which 
had the capacity as well as the desire to abol-
ish want and hunger. . 

Tonight, we are honoring a man who has 
helped the Nation and the world understand 
its unique opportunity. 

Year by year and session by session since 
he first came to the Senate, this man has 
pleaded with the Nation to understand how 
it could use food to help establish the climate 
for peace. 

He has expounded-he has proposed-he 
has needled our conscience-he has chided 
us for our lack of Christian perception-but 
ever and always, he has pleaded with a com
placent America to open up its heart. 

We are sure that there are a hundred rea
sons why National Farmers Union should 
wish to honor Vice President HUBERT H. 
HUMPHREY. 

American farmers will remember many 
things about HUBERT HUMPHREY. 

They know him as a great friend and ex
ponent of the family farm system. 

They know him as an apostle of coopera
tion; as a defender of the farmer committee 
system; as a tower of strength for the REA 
program; as the originator and sponsor of 
scores and scores of significant farm bills in 
his 16 years in the Senate; as a foremost 
strategist and floor leader in the fight for 
many farm bills; as a tireless and persistent 
worker for better public understanding of 
agriculture. 

Yes, farmers know very well how HUBERT 
HUMPHREY has responded to the needs of 
agriculture. 

We hold him close to our hearts in Farmers 
Union-because of what he has done and 
what he has stood for. 

Today, because National Farmers Union 
has always been motivated by the quest for 
peace and justice in the world-not only dur
ing and after World War I-not only during 
and after World War II-but during all the 
tense years of hot and cold wars since that 
time-we wish to honor him for his leader
ship in the evolution of the food-for-peace 
program. 

"Without food and nourishment for the 
children of Asia, there can be no real peace 
in the world," HUBERT HUMPHREY said early 
in 1949. 

In the great drama of world history, China 
·had slipped into the Communist orbit. A 
new young Senator from Minnesota steps 
onto the stage, and within a few weeks of 
having arrived in Washington, is warning 
that India needs food. 

India was in fact desperately seeking food.. 
It was seeking to barter mica, manganese and 
other raw materials for a million tons of 
wheat. The negotiations broke down. 

The leaders of India proposed the purchase 
of wheat on long-term credits. Again no 
agreement was 'reached. 

Early in 1950, Senator HUMPHREY appealed 
on the Senate floor: "What is the most im
portant problem of the Government of India 
today? It ls food. Who has the food? We 
ought to get down on our hands and knees 
and pray to God to forgive us our sins-for 
here on the eastern coast of our land are 
Liberty ships-10,000-ton freighters loaded 
with wheat which the Commodity Credit 
Corporation has purchased. 

"The wheat is stored up while over 'ihere 
you have people who are dying of hunger, 
with the Communists on top of them, with 
their government almost tottering. What are 
we doing? We are sitting around saying we 
cannot get along with Pakistan, or with this 
country or with some other country." 

By August 1950, conditions had grown 
worse in India and HUMPHREY proposed an 
immediate opening of negotiations to make 
60 million bushels of wheat available for 
famine relief. 

"Here would be a grand gesture of good
will and basic humanitarianism, a firm 
cementing tie between our nations, and one 
of the most significant steps we could take 
for the preservation of world peace and de
mocracy," HUMPHREY said. He conferred 
with the Secretary of State and his staff to try 
to pave rthe way for an agreement. 

"This would be good foreign policy, it 
would be a good neighbor policy, it would be 
sound and prudent policy to make available 
to this great country some of the foodstuffs 
which we have in our warehouses at the pres
ent moment." 

Later in the same year, Senator HUMPHREY 
sought to rally support for the Javits reso
lution to extend food assistance to India. 
But, the effort was destined to continue well 
into 1951 and reach a conclusion only after 
Soviet Russia had delivered 50,000 tons of 
wheat to India and China had offered rice. 

Senator Smith of New Jersey sponsored 
an emergency food aid bill for India, and 
in speaking for the bill, Senator HUMPHREY 
said: 

"I am appealing today that the great 
American Nation answer those basic needs 
before it ls too late. What India is asking 
is not 300 tanks. She is not asking for arms 
aid. She is not asking for money to develop 
atomic energy plants. What she is asking 
for is something we have in abundance. We 
do not have . to recruit a whole new group 
of laborers to produce what India needs. 
We have millions of bushels of wheat that 
India needs. We have it in storage. 

"This is only to remind ourselves again 
that food is a weapon in the arsenal of de
mocracy and that particularly it is an effec
tive weapon where people are hungry. We 

.have an arsenal of democracy filled with 
food." 

The Smith bill was approved and be<:ame 
Public Law 48 of the 82d Congress. 

Early in 1953, Senator HUMPHREY and Sen
ator Murray joined with others in a reso
lution to create an international food 
reserve. 

At about the same time a new crisis was 
arising in Pakistan where the Government 
had collapsed largely because it was unable 
to cope with the famine. Senator HUMPHREY 
conferred with the Secretaries of State and 
Agriculture and the Mutual Security Ad
ministrator about using our food surpluses 
to help the new Government meet the food 
crisis. 

Senator HUMPHREY introduced a wheat 
for Pakistan bill in April 1953, and shortly 
thereafter an administration bill was intro
duced and quickly approved to send a· mil
lion tons of wheat to Pakistan. 

The need to legislate in each crisis-and 
to risk serious delays-led Senator HUMPHREY 
to seek legislation which would permit the 
Government to move more swiftly in using 
surplus foods in famine relief. 
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Senator HUMPHREY sought an am.endment 

in July 1953, to the mutual security bill 
broadening the power of the Administrator 
to use surplus foods in foreign aid programs. 

He urged that the President be given legis
lative authority to donate commodities, to 
sell at world prices, to sell at concessional 
prices, to sell on long-term credits, to sell 
for soft currencies, and to trade for strategic 
materials. 

Senator HUMPHREY considered this amend
ment a stopgap measure and began looking 
beyond it immediately to special legislation 
to make more effective use of the abundance 
farmers are capable of producing. 

Speaking in December 1953, he said: "We 
need policies which will enable the farmer 
to see his food used wisely, rather than 
wasted, to see the output of his land, his 
toil make its utmost contribution to stamp
ing out hunger and deprivation at home and 
abroad, and serving as the humanitarian arm 
of the Nation's foreign policy, in our efforts 
to create a better and more peaceful world." 

Several bills were introduced in 1954 and 
an administration bill was adopted and be
came Public Law 480. 

It was a 1-year program, considerably nar
rower in scope than the Humphrey bill and 
slanted more toward surplus disposal than 
to foreign economic development assistance. 

But, it was a start and it was subsequently 
extended for 2 years. 

In 1957, HUMPHREY sought a 2-year exten
sion with a total of $3 billion in authoriza
tions. 

"By sharing our blessing of food abun
dance with the people who seek to break 
away from tyranny, we can make American 
food the 'yeast of freedom' which can ex
pand and strengthen the movement to free
dom and independence. We take a calcu
lated risk, but all we have to lose is the food 
itself," he said. 

In early 1957, as our delegate to the United 
Nations General Assembly, HUMPHREY pro
posed a plan for international cooperation 
toward the establishment of a world food 
reserve. 

"It would seem only logical if some of the 
world's surplus holdings were used to bolster 
stocks in areas where people live on the brink 
of disaster from one harvest to another," he 
told the U.N. 

In August 1957, Senator HUMPHREY noted 
that "in time of war, we recognized the im
portance of food and fiber. We created a 
War Food Administrator to mobilize our food 
resources for victory. Today, in the time of 
a shaky and uncertain peace in the world, 
it is time to think about a similar role for 
a special Peace Food Administrator to guide 
more effective use of our food resources for 
another victory. It is even more important 
to use our food abundance as a constructive 
force for peace." 

HUMPHREY envisioned that the Peace Food 
Administrator would coordinate the various 
functions relating to food distribution scat
tered among agencies in the Departments of 
State. Commerce, Agriculture, Defense, the 
Bureau of the Budget, the !CA, and the 
ODM. 

"I would like to see America have a policy 
of setting aside a food reserve for humanity, 
as an arsenal for peace--to set aside, let us 
say, a billion bushels of wheat, and to an
nounce to the world that never again will 
famine destroy peoples and nations. Why 
not? This country will never go bankrupt 
by sharing. One year's defense budget would 
pay for 10 years of this food-for-peace activ
ity. Our task is to wage peace." 

Speaking to our National Farmers Union 
convention in nearby Springfield, Ill., in 
March 1959, Senator HUMPHREY outlined the 
terms of the comprehensive, 5-year Interna
tional Food for Peace Act, which he was to 
introduce 3 months later. 

He told us at Springfield that the challenge 
of world conditions, "can best be met by 

proving that we really care about people, at 
home or abroad, and care about progress-
and most of all about peace with justice. We 
must seek constantly to express the Ameri
can dedication to people, peace, and progress 
throughout the world-not only in words of 
peace, but in works of peace. 

"A breakthrough in the conques,t of hunger 
could be more significant in the cold war 
than the conquest of outer space. Thanks 
to you farm people, and others like you; the 
United States is today in a far better posi
tion than Russia to lead the world toward 
the conquest of hunger and want." 

In 1961 President John F. Kennedy, as one 
of his first acts in office, established the office 
of the Food for Peace Director in the White 
House and instructed his appointee to exer
cise affirmative leadership in the program. 

In 1961 Senator HuMPHREY's amendment 
to the Foreign Assistance Act declared it to 
be the policy of the U.S. Government to en
courage and assist in the development of 
cooperatives. 

HUMPHREY was a cosponsor of a resolution 
for a World Food Congress, and when it was 
held in Washington in 1963, he viewed it as 
a new advance--a beginning of a worldwide 
effort in the war against hunger. Fifty na
tions pledged $100 million to the first phase 
of the world food program. HUMPHREY 
noted that from the Hot Springs conference 
in 1943, "it took 10 years for action to be 
initiated and it took nearly 20 years for this 
philosophy to become the oonsensus of world 
opinion." 

Only a month ago, Vice President HUM
PHREY said that food for peace a.nd the Peace 
Corps, side by side are a powerful team in our 
foreign policy. But he insisted, food for 
peace must be strengthened. 

"Food for peace is more than a farm pro
gram-it is a foreign policy program. It is 
one of the most imaginative things ever 
created. Through food for peace we are 
reaching 100 million persons, but we have 
only scratched the surface." 

Again in a recent address, he declared: "In 
a real sense, what we need to understand 
is that agriculture is in the forefront of the 
struggle for a better world. It is not a la.g
gard; it is not a burden; it is not what is 
holding America back. It is what's putting 
America ahead." 

This is the measure of the man whom we 
honor today-a great friend of agriculture
one of the great statesmen of the world to
day-and a beloved coworker in the race for 
peace. 

I am pleased on behalf of the membership 
of the National Farmers Union to confer our 
1965 Award for Outstanding Service to Agri
culture to the Honorable HUBERT H. HUM
PHREY, Vice President of the United States. 

Our congratulations, Mr. Vice President, 
God bless you in the days ahead. 

THE VOTING RIGHTS BILL 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am 

most honored to be listed as a cosponsor 
of S. 1564, the Voting Rights Act of 1965. 
I believe that it is absolutely necessary 
that this Congress act promptly and de
cisively to guarantee to all Americans 
the true enjoyment of their God-given, 
human, and constitutional rights. I am 
supported in this position by an over
whelming majority of the citizens of the 
State of Minnesota. As but one indica
tion of their support for my position and 
the position of President Lyndon B. 
Johnson, I ask unanimous consent that 
an editorial from the Minneapolis 
Spokesman of March 18, 1965, be re
printed at this point in the RECORD. 
Cecil E. Newman, editor of the Minne
apolis Spokesman, wrote the editorial; 

and I think he is to be commended for 
that and for his lifelong dedication to 
the cause of equal rights for all. I am 
proud to have this opportunity to bring 
to the attention of the Congress of the 
United States his dedication and the 
dedication of all our Minnesotans to 
these principles. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A PRESIDENT'S FINEST HOUR 

Monday night the President of the United 
States, Lyndon Baines Johnson of Texas, 
made perhaps the greatest speech a Chief 
Executive of this great Nation ever made, on 
the unresolved right of the Negro to full 
voting rights in this country-rights which 
are guaranteed by the Constitution and Bill 
of Rights. 

No other President speaking to Congress 
and the American people has ever before so 
honestly, unequivocally, and courageously 
laid the issue so squarely and fully on the 
line--for all to see and heed. 

Pulling no punches, Mr. Johnson placed 
the violation of the rights of the Negro to 
the ballot, the accepted practice in a num
ber of States, right out where the whole 
world could see it. And in doing so, he ar
rayed himself and the power of his office 
definitely on the side of the Negroes who 
have been denied the right to vote by in
timidation, murder, beatings, economic re
prisals, and trick tests set up and designed 
by State legislatures and vote registrars for 
the sole purpose of keeping the Negro dis
franchised. 

There was no compromise in the southern 
accent and voice of a southern born President 
who, although admittedly proud of the re
gion of his birth, recognizing tts strengths 
and weaknesses, was prepared to disregard 
all except the rights which he said all Ameri
cans must enjoy equally, if this Nation was 
to live up to its great promise and national 
law. 

In President Johnson's message there was 
not a word of comfort to the Wallaces, the 
Eastlands, the Ervins, the Ellenders, the Sten
nises, the Smathers of his own party or the 
Strom Thurmonds of the Republican Party. 
Most of this crowd sat on its collective hands 
as other Members of the Congress, the ju
diciary, the Cabinet, and the gallery arose 
spontaneously to its feet to applaud when 
President Johnson praised the Negro for his 
struggle to get the United States in line with 
the aims and promises of its Constitution. 

In commenting on the long struggle for 
human rights in this Nation he told the 
people of the Nation that, "The real hero of 
this struggle is the American Negro." As true 
as this statement is, no President before 
Johnson had ever so frankly and forcibly 
reminded the country of the Negro's mag
nificient courage under extreme adversity, 
and those auditors who were touched by the 
magnificance truth, and courage of his Eitate
ment could not help but stand and applaud. 

We doubt that in the years ahead Lyndon 
Baines Johnson will ever have a finer hour 
than he had Monday night. His "we shall 
overcome," was also a tribute to those brave 
Negroes and whites who have led and 
marched in behalf of freedom and ·justice, 
now. He accepted the genuine applause with 
a sober dignity that reminded one of the long 
hard road still ahead. 

We felt rather proud of being an Amer
ican Monday night despite our obvious con
tinued concern against the injustice which 
is practiced against our Negro people, as 
President Johnson pointed out in all 50 of 
our States. Our pride was based on what 
we believe is the ability of this Nation and 
its people "when the chips are down" to make 
a final determination based on truth and 
justice. This has happened all through the 
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history of this Nation and the time has 'come 
for it to happen in the instance of the Amer
ican Negro--for no force as President John
son said, "can keep back the tide of freedom 
and justice." 

He asked the Congress to pass as soon as 
possible a voting rights bill which would 
insure the right to vote of every American 
citizen who can write his n ame, in all elec
tions; local, State, and National. If such 
legislation is passed, and it must be enacted, 
the final barriers to full citizenship wm have 
been pushed aside to allow every qualified 
American man and woman of voting age to 
participate in the selection of public officials. 
This will greatly affect the peace, harmony, 
and unity of the country which has long been 
divided by the denial of constitutional rights, 
to part of the country's citizenry. 

The Nation owes a debt of gratitude to 
President Johnson and the aroused publlc 
opinion which convinced him that he had 
to take a strong position and promised him 
the support which made his Monday night 
speech such a great document of true states
manship.-CECIL NEWMAN. 

VOTER COMPLAINTS ABOUT MIS
LEADING PACKAGING 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am 
a cosponsor of S. 985, the truth-in-pack
aging bill. I have received many letters 
supporting this proposed legislation. 
Typical of all that I have received is a 
series of correspondence relating to the 
deceptive use of "cents-off" allowances. 
I ask unanimous consent that these let
ters be printed at this point in the CON
GRESSIONAL RECORD; and, in particular, I 
call attention to the letter from a leading 
food retailer in St. Paul, Minn., in which 
it is stated that many of the coffee com
panies come out with deal packs on cof
fee anywhere from 8 cents to 10 cents to 
15 cents to 17 cents a can off. These do 
not reftect any difference in the cost. 
This is done by regulating the promo
tional allowance to the retailer, so that 
the cost of the 8-cent-off pack comes to 
the same price as the 17 cents one. This 
is a source of much concern to all ethical 
and honest retailers and businessmen; 
and I call it to the attention of the 
Congress of the United States. · 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ST. PAUL, MINN., 

Senator WALTER F. MONDALE, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.0. 

March 4, 1965. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: Thank you for 
your prompt reply to my letter of Febru
ary 22. 

I certainly have no objection to yo'W" re
printing in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
entire file I sent you, and can only hope it 
will focus the atj;ention of others on the 
deceitful practices you are trying to combat. 

Further, I enclose a reply I received from 
the Folger Coffee Oo. In his third paragraph, 
Mr. Paulsen does not mention the regulating 
of promotional allowances which Mr. Sid
ney Applebaum calls attention to, and which 
naturally affects the dealer's price. 

I realize the pressure on today's manufac
turer to increase his business, but certainly 
there are other avenues than shady and mis
leading promotions such as we seem to have 
here. 

My best wishes, Sena.tor, for your success. 
Sincerely, 

MARY L. URBAN 
Mrs. Mary L. Urbe.n. 

CXI--442 

ST. PAUL, MINN., 
February 22, 1965. 

Senator WALTER F. MONDALE, . 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MONDALE: I heartily endorse 
your action in cosponsoring the truth-in
packaging bill, described in the February 11, 
1965, issue of the Minnesota Union Advocate, 
copy herewith. 

As you can see by the enclosed fl.le, I have 
done some investigating myself. It appears 
that the manufacturer is using misleading 
merchandising to encourage the purchase of 
his coffee, and if one is not alert at the check
out counter, she may not realize she is not 
getting the cents off. 

I've noticed many other such practices of 
late, and feel if manufacturers won't be hon
est and factual about package contents and 
labeling, then legislation is definitely needed. 

Senator, .I congratulate you on your force
ful beginning in the Senate, and I consider 
us fortunate to have you represent our views 
in Washington. 

Sincerely yours, 
Mrs. MARY L. URBAN. 

[From the St. Paul (Minn.) Union Advocate, 
Feb. 11, 1965] 

TRUTH-IN-PACKAGING BILL: MONDALE PRO
POSAL STRIKES BLOW AGAINST SALES DEFICIT 

Senator WALTER F. MONDALE this week co
sponsored a truth-in-packaging bill aimed 
at eliminating practices which confuse and 
deceive consumers. 

The Minnesota Senator joined Senator 
PHILIP HART, of Michigan, in supportin g leg
islation which would direct the Food and 
Drug Administration and the Federal Trade 
Commission to promulgate regulations that 
Will require packages accurately and clear
ly to give essential product information and 
fairly represent the contents. 

Both MONDALE and HART have established 
national reputations for their efforts in be
half of consumer protection. 

"Today's housewife," MONDALE noted, "is 
confronted with some 7,000 to 8,000 different 
items in the average supermarket and must 
choose between them on the basis of the 
packages they are in. 

"Too often, these packages and the mes
sages on them are either confusing or down
right deceiving; thus there is a real need for 
laws which will require that packages con
tain sufficient meaningful information to al
low the buyer to make a rational choice be
tween competing products." 

Among the devices the bill would prohibit 
would be phony "cents-off" deals. For ex
ample, a package which says "8 cents off," 
but doesn't say off what. 

The bill also would prohibit deceptive il
lustrations on packages. For example, a pic
ture of a pie full of ripe, red cherries when 
in fact there isn't a single cherry in the pie 
inside. 

Also prohibited would be packages de
signed to deceive the consumer as to quan
tity. For example, the use of a 6-inch piece 
of card board in a package containing a 
4-inch candy bar. 

The b111 also would authorize the stand
ardization of weights and measures under 
certain conditions so that the housewife 
would not have to take a calculating ma
chine shopping with her in order to de
termine whether the best buy is 17 ounces 
for 30 cents, 22 ounces for 35 cents, or 27 
ounces for 40 cents. 

ST. PAUL, MINN., 
February 3, 1965. 

BETTER BUSINESS BUREAU OF ST. PAUL, INC., 
Garrick -Building, 
St. Paul, Minn. 

GENTLEMEN: Several weeks ago I called 
your office to report what I feel ls an irregu
lar procedure in the grocery department of 

Target Stores, Inc., 1515 West County Road 
B. At that time I was told to file a letter 
of complaint if the incident was repeated. 

That week I had purchased a. 3-pound can 
of Folger's regular grind coffee, on which the 
manufacturer had printed, "15 cents off the 
:regular price." However, the price s·tamped 
on the bottom of the can was $2.29, which is 
the regular price without discount. The 
cashier would not allow the 15-cent discount, 
so I asked for the manager, who said, "We 
don't take it off." 

Again last week I purchased a 3-pound can 
of Folger's with the same imprint, with ap
proximately the same sequence of events, 
except that another cashier testily assured 
me that "Folger's is a more expensive cof
fee," and the manager stated that $2.29 
marked included the discount. 

I bought the coffee, but sent my husband 
back to the coffee shelf, where other cans of 
Folger's without the "15-cent off" label were 
marked $2.29. I could have pursued this 
further with the manager and undoubtedly 
obtained the 15-cent discount. However, I 
believe a shady practice such as this should 
be stopped, and the manufacturer made 
aware that this merchandising is being used 
for the benefit of the store, not of the buying 
public. 

On both occasions mentioned, I purchased 
other items with cents off imprints, and in 
all these cases, the store-stamped amount 
was legitimately priced. In other words, I 
believe some coffee is being sold at an ex
cessive profit while cheaper brands are used 
as leaders. 

If you need further details, you may reach 
me at work during the day at 733-0149, or 
at home evenings, MI 5-4037. 

Thank you for your anticipated coopera
tion. 

Yours very truly, 
Mrs. RAY URBAN. 

ST. PAUL, MINN., 
February 12, 1965. 

MERCHANDISING MANAGER, 
FoLGER COFFEE Co., 
San Francisco, Calif. 

Sm: Recently I have been in disagreement 
with the manager of a local discount super
market over his refusal to allow the dis
count of "15 cents off" banded on a 3-pound 
can of Folger's coffee, which has been selling 
regularly for $2.29 at his store. The price is 
the same, with or without the band. After _ 
two attempts to obtain the 15 cents off, I 
wrote a letter to our local Better Businest1 
Bureau, complaining of his procedure. 

Better Business sent a copy of the letter 
to the headquarters of the discount store, 
and a gentleman called me to explain why 
the discount is not allowed. He claimed they 
pay the same case price for the banded cof
fee as the other, and that a complicated dis
tributor pricing schedule makes it difficult 
for them to know exactly what to charge for 
each new order of coffee th'ey receive. 

At another supermarket this week, I 
checked Folger coffee prices. Their 3-pound 
can price with "15 cents off" band (also not 
allowed) was $2.39, or almost 80 cents per 
pound. However, the 2-pound can without 
the band was $1.39, or only 70 cents per 
pound. It would appear that the "15 cents 
off" is a signal for increasing rather than de
creasing the price, and that on a descend
ing scale we could buy a quarter-pound for a 
few pennies. 

I have also obtained coffee-pricing figures 
from an independent grocer in this area. 

I realize that you do not directly set retail 
coffee prices, but indirectly you do, by creat
ing confusion and indignation on the part 
of retailers and consumers with your mis
leading merchandising and vacillating 
wholesale prices. 

I take issue with this kind of merchandis
ing, which does not benefit the consumer, 
but is completely false. It is practices such 
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as this which undoubtedly has caused the 
U.S. Government to begin taking a hard look 
at labeling of products. 

Your comments on the preceding facts 
will be greatly appreciated. 

Yours very truly, 
Mrs. MARYL. URBAN. 

APPLEBAUM'S FOOD MARKETS, INC., 
St. Paul, Minn., February 17, 1965. 

BETTER BUSINESS BUREAU OF ST. PAUL, INC., 
Garrick Building, Sixth and St. Peter Streets, 
Saint Paul, Minn. 

DEAR SIR: In response to your letter of 
February 3, I am in receipt of the letter that 
Mrs. Ray Urban sent you and I have taken 
the liberty of calling her and explaining to 
her our position on this matter. I will admit 
that it is confusing and we, as retatlers, have 
been trying to eliminate this problem for 
some time. This is not only a problem with 
our stores, but with the entire grocery 
industry. 

In short, many of the coffee companies 
come out with deal packs on coffee anywhere 
from 8 cents to 10 cents to 15 cents to 17 
cents a can off. Now it is hard to believe 
that each of these cost the same. They do 
this by regulating the promotional allow
ances so that the cost of the 8 cents off one 
comes to the same price as the 17 cent one. I 
tried to explain to Mrs. Urban the problem 
and I believe she understands it and she also 
fully appreciates the problem, but admits 
that it is still confusing. 

I do hope that no further occurrence like 
this happens again and I would like you to 
know that we have been in business a long 
time and feel we have not built our reputa
tion by trying to take advantage of any of 
our customers. 

Very truly yours, 
APPLEBAUM'S FOOD MARKETS, INC., 
SIDNEY APPLEBAUM, 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, ls 

there further morning business? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further morning business? If not, 
morning business ls closed. 

AMENDMENT TO FOREIGN AGENTS 
REGISTRATION ACT OF 1938, AS 
AMENDED ' 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 133, Senate bill 693, to amend the 
Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938, 
as amended, and that it be made the 
unfinished busin~ss. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 693) 
to amend the Foreign Agents Registra
tion Act of 1938, as amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded t~consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations with amendments on 
page 2, line 16, after the word "em
ployee", to strike out "servant or" and 
insert "or servant, or any person who 
acts"; in line 18, after the word "or", to 
strike out "control" of and insert "con
trol, of"; in line 20, after the word "con
tr~lled", t-0 strike out ":financed or" and 

insert ":financed, or"; on page 4, line 6, 
after the word "activities", to strike out 
"includes" and insert "means"; in line 
10, after the word "any", where it ap
pears the second time, to strike out "oth
er person" and insert "agency or official 
of the Government of the United 
States"; in line 13, after the word "to", to 
insert "formulating, adopting, or chang
ing the domestic or foreign policies of 
the United States or with reference to"; 
in line 16, after the word "foreign", to 
strike out "country, or" and insert "coun
try or"; in line 17, after the word 
"party", to strike out "or with ref er
ence to the domestic or foreign policies of 
the United States"; in line 19, after the 
word "any", to strike out "person, in
cluding, wi,thout limitation, and eco
nomic, legal or other consultant," and 
insert "person"; in line 22, after the word 
"any", to insert "other"; in the same line, 
after the word "to", to insert "the domes
tic or foreign Policies of the United 
States or"; in line 24, after the word "in
terests", to strike out "policies or" and 
insert "policies, or"; on page 5, line 1, 
after the word "party", to strike out "or 
with reference to the domestic or f orelgn 
policies of the United States"; in line 
17, after the word "by", to insert "strik
ing out the comma following the word 
'each' where it first appears, and the 
following: 'unless, and to the extent, 
this requirement is waived in writing by 
the Attorney General'; and by"; in line 
21, after the word "end", to strike out 
"thereof" and insert "of the subsection"; 
on page 7, after line 21, to strike out: 

(f) The Attorney General may, by regu
lation, provide for the exemption from reg
istration, or from the requirement of fur
nishing any of the information required by 
this section, of any person who is listed as a 
partner, ofllcer, director, or employee in the 
registration statement filed by an agent of a 
foreign principal under this Act, where by 
reason of the nature of the functions or ac
t! vi ties of such person the Attorney General 
having due regard for the national security 
and the public interest determines that such 
registration, or the furnishing of such infor
mation, is not necessary to carry out the pur
poses of this Act. 

And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 
(f) The Attorney General may, by regu

lation, provide for the exemption-
( 1) from registration, or from the re

quirement of furnishing any of the infor
mation required by this section, of any per
son who is listed as a partner, officer, director, 
or employee in the registration statement 
filed by an agent of a foreign principal under 
this Act, and 

(2) from the requirement of furnishing 
any of the information required by this sec
tion of any agent of a foreign principal, 
where by reason of the nature of the func
tions or activities of such person the Attor
ney General, having due regard for the na
tional security and the public interest, 
determines that such registration, or the 
furnishing of such information, as the case 
may be, is not necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this Act. 

At the top of page 9, to strike out: 
SEC. 3. Section 3(d) of such Act is a.mended 

by striking out the words "financial or mer
cantile" and by inserting after the words 
"foreign principal" the words "or other ac
tivities not serving predominantly a foreign 
interest". 

And, in lieu thereof, to insert: 
SEC. 3. (a) Section 3(d) of such Act is 

amended to read as follows: 
"(d) Any person engaging or agreeing to 

engage only (1) in private and nonpolitical 
activities in furtherance of the bona · fide 
trade or commerce of such foreign principal; 
or (2) in other activities not serving pre
dominantly a foreign interest; or (3) in the 
soliciting or collecting of funds and contri
butions within the United States to be used 
only for medical aid and assistance, or for 
food and clothing to relieve human suffering, 
if such solicitation or collection of funds and 
contributions is in accordance with and sub
ject to the provisions of the Act of November 
4, 1939, as amended ( 54 Stat. 4), and such 
rules and regulations as may be prescribed 
thereunder;". 

(b) Section 3 of such Act ls further 
amended by substituting a semicolon for the 
period rut the end of subsection (f) and 
adding a new subsection as follows: 

"(g) Any attorney whose activities are con
fined to openly representing, as an attorney 
of record, the interests of a disclosed foreign 
principal before any court or administrative 
agency of the United States, or of any State 
or political subdivision thereof. 

And, on page 10, at the beginning of 
llne 13, to strike out words "send to the 
Librarian of Congress two copies there
of" and insert words "for or in the in
terests of such foreign principal". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may speak 
out of order for 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE "NEW DIPLOMACY" 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 

four R's of international relations, rea
son, respect, reciprocity, and regard have 
frequently, in the past, been the missing 
factors in our relations with our neigh
bors. Squabbling among nations with 
common borders is nothing new in his
tory. The fact is that amiability and 
good feelings between closely neighboring 
nations is somewhat of a rarity-but it is 
a rar.ity that has been more and more 
characteristic of Mexican-United States 
relations. The underlying causes are 
that reason, respect, reciprocity, and re
gard have prevailed for many years on 
both sides of the border, and among the 
leadership of both countries. 

Problems between our two countries 
still exist, but none is so important or 
so immediate as to threaten deteriora
tion. Last week's announcement of a 
mutually satisfactory settlement of the 
Colorado River salinity problems fol
lowed by only a year or so the El Chami
zal Treaty which transferred 437 dis
puted acres in El Paso, Tex., to Mexico. 
Such an agreement was not feasible only 
a few short years ago. This is truly a 
new diplomacy-a new diplomacy which, 
if applied among relations of nations in 
other parts of the world, would aid im
measurably in bringing about a new era 
of reason in international affairs. Such 
a goal may challenge our patience and 
our ingenuity, but the results make 
any effort worthwhile, no matter how 
demanding, as is evident from the pres
ent state of Mexican-American relations~ 
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
editorial which was published in the New 
York Times on April 3, 1965, entitled 
"The New Diplomacy." 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE NEW DIPLOMACY 

The happy relations between the United 
States and Mexico hrave been strengthened 
by a triumph of what Mexicans hail as the 
"new diplom.acy." 

The "new diplomacy" was initiated by the 
settlement last year of the century-old Cha
mizal dispute, which former President L6pez 
Mateos characterized as the most important 
achievement of his administration. Now his 
successor, President Diaz Ordaz, starts his 
administration under equally auspicious cir
cumstances with an agreement with the 
United States to control the salinity of the 
Colorado River water that has been damag
ing Mexican crops. 

Both agreements were made possible by 
American concessions. Under the Chamizal 
agreement the United Staites turned over to 
Mexico 437 disputed acres in El Paso, Tex. 
Under the new agreement the United States 
undertakes to build a $5 million extension of 
an existing drainage canal to divert the salt
polluted water from the Arizona irrigation 
district in order to avert further corrosion 
of the land and crops of the Mexicali Valley. 

Mexico is one of the most stable and fast
est growing of the Latin-American countries. 
It.s greatest problem, politically, economical
ly and socially, is agriculture. The Colorado 
River agreement should contribute toward a 
solution of at least part of that problem. 

RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY CONCERN 
OVER THE WELFARE CRISIS IN 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on 

Monday evening of last week, March 
29, 500 persons attended a meeting in 
the new Senate omce Building audi
torium. 

They came to register their strong 
conviction on the aid to dependent chil
dren program in the District of Colum
bia. The meeting was sponsored by the 
religious community of Washington. 
This size turnout simply to hear an ex
pression of conscience is a remarkable 
testament to the depth of feeling in 
Washington on aid to dependent chil
dren. 

I have a statement, which expresses 
the concern at that meeting of the reli
gious community of Washington, D.C., 
over the welfare crisis 1n the Nation's 
Capital. Although it deals explicitly 
with the need for aid to dependent chil
dren, it deals also with other welfare 
programs. I ask unanimous consent 
that the statement be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
THE CONCERN OF THE RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY 

OF WASHINGTON, D.C., OVER THE WELFARE 
CRISIS IN OUR NATION'S CAPrrAL 

1. In the Book of Deuteronomy, it 1s 
written "you shall not harden your heart or 
shut your hand against your poor brother, 
but you shall open your hand to him, and 
lend him sumcient for his need, whatever 
it may be." In the Gospel according to 
Matthew, Jesus challenged his disciples to 

feed the hungry, give drink to the thirsty, 
clothe the naked, visit the sick and im
prisoned, and to show friendliness to the 
stranger. On the foundation of these teach
ings, we express concern for those in need 
of public assistance in Washington, D.C. 

2. Our primary purpose is to encourage 
the eradication of poverty and the social, 
economic, and political conditions out of 
which it arises. At the same time, however, 
we are concerned about those in our com
munity who are now caught up in poverty. 
It is our contention that our public welfare 
programs should enhance a sense of dignity 
and self-respect among the needy, thereby 
motivating and assisting them in their ef
forts to achieve independent status. 

3. Our investigation of factual data con
cerning public assistance in the District of 
Columbia suggests that, in many cases, the 
opposite result is being obtained. For ex
ample, the failure to make av!tilable to our 
people the benefits of the Federal program of 
Aid to Dependent Children of Unemployed 
Parents is resulting in the breakup of many 
fam111es and in the placement of the chil
dren involved bl institutions, with a re
sultant increase tn costs to the community. 

Furthermore, inadequate food benefits, 
based on 1957 Department of Agriculture 
estimates of food costs, and insufilcient 
shelter allowances, based on rental costs 
in 1953, make both individual and family 
survival on public assistance in 1965 most 
dimcult. The high cost of housing compels 
many clients to use for rent some of the 
money allowed for food. Thus, instead of 
opening the door of opportunity and hope 
for the needy, the impact of our present 
public assistance program in many cases is 
to decrease their capacity to care for them
selves at a time when they need help the 
most. 

In addition, inadequate board rates to 
foster parents have resulted in an under
supply of foster homes at the very time we 
have an o~ersupply of children eligible for 
foster care. 

4. As religiously committed people we are 
concerned with the false economy which 
tends to govern our public welfare program 
in the District of Columbia. For example, 
the cost of keeping a child in Junior Village 
approximates $250 per month. On the 
other hand, the average expenditure for fos
ter care per child approximates $70. For 
the care of a child in his own home, the 
monthly allotment approximates $33. 

We are also distressed by the fact that 
our present allowances, instead of increasing 
self-sumciency, tend to increase dependency 
among the needy. In the midst of a national 
war on poverty, our public assistance pro
gram tends to create poverty. 

Furthermore, we question the validity 
of adding personnel to the Investigation and 
Collections Unit in view of the greater need 
for additional social workers to assist in the 
rehab111tation of the clients. 

5. With these facts and situations before 
us, we reaffirm our desire that our public 
welfare program be redesigned so as to pro
vide more adequately for the food, shelter, 
and other basic requirements of the needy. 
We challenge all those involved in the estab
lishment and maintenance of our public wel
fare program to provide those resources re
quired to restore the needy, the handicapped, 
and the sick to dignified, healthy, and inde
pendent living. 

To this end, we call upon the Congress of 
the United States, and its appropriate com
mittees and subcommittees to take action 
that will make available to residents of the 
District of Columbia who have need thereof-

1. The provisions of the federally sup
ported program of aid to dependent chil
dren of unemployed parents. 

2. An increase in living allowances (food, 
shelter, etc.) so as to reflect the 1965 cost.a 
thereof; 

3. An increase in foster care allotments so 
as to increase the number of foster homes, 
and the establishment of a Foster Home Care 
Unit to assist the foster child, his parents, 
and the foster parents in their relationships 
with each other to the end that the child 
might return as soon as possible to the home 
of his parents; 

4. A comprehensive and adequate day care 
program for public assistance and other low 
income families; 

5. An additional intake service unit to 
provide immedi.ate assistance in locating 
housing, medical care, and other resources; 

6. Additional counselors at the Receiving 
Home, Cedar Knoll, and Maple Glen; 

7. Additional special staff and administra
tive staff for the mentally retarded at the 
Children's Center; and 

8. Emergency aid to provide assistance for 
persons who have special needs during their 
certification period. 

In conclusion, we call attention to the fact 
that the highest form of assistance is that 
which makes it possible for the needy to 
achieve independence. A welfare program 
which handicaps or thwarts such efforts 1s 
not adequate. We find this to be the case 
with the public assistance program of the 
District of Columbia. We urge all citizens 
to join us in the effort to provide a welfare 
system which does not rob a client of his 
dignity, but which assures him of our con
cern for his well-being. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, at 
that meeting the distinguished senior 
Senator from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] 
made a very cogent, compassionate, and 
persuasive address, concerning the im
portance of giving the most earnest con
sideration to the subject of providing a 
program of aid to dependent children 
this year. 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ator's brief speech on this subject be 
printed in the RECORD at this Point. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Members of the District of Columbia Coun
cil of Churches, and distinguished guests, 
before directing our attention to the prob
lem of giving aid to dependent children of 
unemployed parents, I think it only proper 
to explore briefly the framework in which 
welfare is operating today. 

Anytime a welfare or assistance program 
is being contemplated, it is obvious that 
there is a serious problem in our society 
which we are trying to overcome. Hence, 
when we think in terms of welfare, whether 
it be aid to dependent children or unemploy
ment compensation, we are actually talking 
about a defeat, or a chink in the wall of the 
Great Society. 

When we deal with these problems, two 
alternatives face us: The first approach, and 
by far the most undesirable, is a temporary 
stop-gap program which might be effective 
in a crisis, but rarely alleviates any deep
seated problem. 

Through many years of experience in this 
area, our Nation has found that some alter
native must be found to merely temporarily 
assisting those who need welfare programs. 
Hence, we evolve from a system of unem
ployment compensation to a program of re
training, Job Corps, and educational oppor
tunities-all of these are programs which 
are designed to strike at the roots of unem
ployment, and not just temporarily offset the 
problems of a man who cannot find a job. 

So, we come to the second approach of 
welfare, the remedial approach, which seeks 
to avoid the constantly growing problems 
which face our Nation. I think that there is 
no doubt that the latter approach to welfare 
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is the preferable one by far, when it can be 
applied. 

So, now we come to the problem o! a 
family which has an employa ble parent, in 
fact, yet when the realities are presented he 
is unable to secure a job so that he can 
support his children. When Congress passed 
legislation in 1962 to extend the welfare pro
gram to children whose parents are unem
ployed, we were not merely providing a 
method whereby a family could continue to 
exist even though they could not find sup
porting employment, but rather it did have 
a very definite element of prevention, of 
remedying this difficult situation. 

To assist a family in times of difficulty ls 
not to place them on welfare payments !or 
the remainder of the life of the family unit. 
Rather, in keeping the family together we 
avoid the probability that the dependent 
child will later on swell the already bursting 
seams of Junior Village, or we give him the 
chance in life to escape the perils of becom
ing a juvenile delinquent-and the public 
expense required later on to rehabilitate or 
even more unpleasant, incarcerate him. 

By keeping the family unit together, we 
avert the inevitable consequences of a 
school-dropout which may have the effect 
of carrying the problems we ar e now facing 
into another generation when h is children 
again become depen dent upon an unem
ployed father. 

When we consider the problems of a id to 
dependent children of unemployed parents, 
we are not only talking about the tem
porary difficulties of their existence, but we 
are speaking about avoiding the millions of 
pitfalls which may be passed on for genera
t ions to come--for one thing that poverty 
teaches us ls that if it continues to exist, 
it nurtures the succeeding generation to be 
doomed to a life of poverty. 

And, the second f act that experience is 
good at driving home--and I hope that it 
will not be too late in this case--ls that 
scrimping on giving unfortunate fam1lies a 
break in life now means resultant increases 
in costs to the community later. Payments 
under this program even now are a fraction 
of the cost which it wlll take to care for a 
child in Junior V11lage, or later in a more 
confining institution. 

It is essential that the District of Colum
bia be allowed the chance to share in a pro
gram that Congress has endorsed for all the 
Nation. Indeed, it doesn't taken an ex
tremely sophisticated analysis to conclude 
that it is inconsist ent to tell all the Nation 
that· the Federal Government will be most 
happy to provide matching grants of aid to 
dependent children of unemployed parents, 
provided there is a local program, and then 
turn to the District of Columbia and say "of 
course, we haven't provided you with a local 
program yet." 

To me, it is somewhat like endorsing a 
political candidate who has just lost in a 
primary race-if you are for something, logic 
demands that you be for it across the board, 
and before it ls too late. 

Perhaps this single neglect of the prob
lems of the District of Columbia contains 
the entire weight of justification for "home 
rule" for the District-where in the primary 
over 90 percent of the voters endorsed this 
aid for dependent children of unemployed 
parents. 

AMENDMENT OF FOREIGN AGENTS 
REGISTRATION ACT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <S. 693) to amend the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act of 1938, as 
amended. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
shall take very little of the Senate's time 
in explaining the bill to amend the For
eign Agents Registration Act. 

The subject matter of the bill has been 
studied thoroughly by the committee 
over the last 4 years and this is the same 
bill, with a few minor changes, that the 
Senate passed without opposition last 
year. The committee approved the bill 
without opposition this year. 

The basic purpose of the bil1 is to up
date the Foreign Agents Registration 
Act to reflect the changes in the nature 
of the U.S. role in world affairs today. 
A quarter of a century ago, the original 
targets of this act were the subversive 
agent and propagandist. But as our in
terests throughout the world have multi
plied, the efforts of foreign interests to 
influence American foreign and domestic 
policies have become correspondingly 
greater and more subtle. The place of 
the old foreign agent ha'!> been taken by 
the professional lobbyists and public 
opinion manipulators whose object is not 
subvert the Government but to influence 
its policies to the satisfaction of his 
client. The trench coat has been re
placed by the gray flannel suit. 

For a number of years the Committee 
on Foreign Relations has been concerned 
about the growing use--in both the leg
islative and the executive branches-of 
nondiplomatic means to influence Gov
ernment policies. The economic impact 
of U.S. policies on the rest of the world 
in the postwar years has created a situa
tion which nurtured the rise of the new 
foreign agent. Sugar quotas, foreign aid 
loans and grants, sale of surplus agricul
tural commodities-these and many 
more Government programs have af
forded the foreign agent fertile soil in 
which to operate. And the Congress 
growing participation in specific foreign 
policy matters in recent years has made 
the legislative branch a prime target for 
the representative of the foreign in
terests. Sugar quota legislation alone 
provides sustenance to many. 

After a number of incidents involving 
agents' attempts to influence policy had 
been brought to the attention of the 
committee, a decision was made in 1962 
to conduct a full investigation to deter
mine what legislative changes might be 
needed to adapt the Registration Act to 
fit present-day circumstances. The 
committee conducted a full investigation 
of the activities of selected foreign 

· agents during 1962 and through most of 
1963. This bill is the basic product of 
that study. 

The major provisions of the bill as re
ported by the committee are: 

First. Revised definitions of the terms 
"foreign principal" and "agent of a for
eign principal" and addition of two new 
terms, "political activities" and "politi
cal consultant." These revisions are de
signed to aim the act more directly at 
persons performing political activities. 

Second. An injunctive remedy is au
thorized where compliance with the act 
or the regulations is considered inade
quate. 

Third. Stricter requirements for dis
closing political activities and expendi
tures are imposed on agents. 

· Fourth. Campaign contributions by 
foreign principals are prohibited. 

Fifth. Contingent fee contracts based 
on the success of the agent's political ac
tivities are outlawed. 

Sixth. Registered foreign agents ap
pearing before congressional committees 
must file, as part of their testimony, their 
latest registration statement. Agents 
contacting Government officials, includ
ing Members of Congress, on policy mat
ters must disclose their status as agents 
and identify their principal. 

Seventh. Attorneys of record appear- , 
ing before courts and administrative 
agencies on behalf of a disclosed foreign 
principal are exempted from registration. 

Eighth. Authority is given the At
torney General to exempt agents and 
subagents from filing information which 
does not serve a useful public purpose. 

The committee held a hearing on this 
bill on February 16 at which witnesses 
made a number of suggestions for 
amendments, most of them relating to 
professional services for foreign clients. 
Last year, after the committee had re
ported its earlier bill, the Supreme Court 
in the decision of Rabinowitz against 
Kennedy took a rather narrow view of 
the commercial exemption provision of 
the act. Our bill of last year recognized 
that the exemption was too narrow and 
expanded it considerably. But the House 
did not have an opportunity to consider 
that bill, so the problems created by the 
decision remain to be solved. This bill 
will accomplish that. 

The Rabinowitz decision has been of 
particular concern to attorneys and the 
provisions in this bill will assure the legal 
profession that the normal services of 
attorneys to foreign clients will be ex
empt. Professional services by attorneys, 
architects, or engineers will not require 
registration unless the efforts for the 
foreign client constitute political activi
ties. A specific exemption for attorneys 
representing foreign clients before courts 
and administrative agencies, where the 
attorney's status is a matter of record 
with the court or agency, has been in
cluded in the bill. The exemption is not 
intended to apply to agency contacts 
generally but only to those where pro
ceedings are formalized and disclosure 
is assured due to the nature of the deci
sionmaking process. It is not intended 
to cover policy matters of interest to 
agents coming before the regular agen
cies and departments, such as sugar im
port questions handled in the Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

The committee has also revised the 
definition of "political activities" in an 
attempt to make its meaning, and the 
committee's intent, more precise and 
eliminate any possible ambiguities. 

Last year representatives of several 
large U.S. corporations with foreign sub
sidiaries and foreign concerns with U.S. 
subsidiaries expressed concern for fear 
that registration might be required be
cause of their contacts with Government 
agencies and officials involving matters 
where the interests of the parent and 
subsidiary were mingled. I believe that 
tlie committee's intent as to coverage of 
activities of this nature was covered sat
isfactorily in the debate last year and is 
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reemphasized in the report on this bill. 
The bill expands, not contracts, the com
mercial exemption. And it is not 
designed or intended to impair the nor
mal contacts of company officials with 
Government agencies and the Congress, 
even if the contacts would constitute 
"political activities" as defined in the 
bill, unless the principal beneficiary of 
the activities is the foreign subsidiary 
or parent. 

In summary, the bill is designed to do 
a face-lifting job on a statute that has 
served the Nation well but which has not 
been revised to keep it abreast of the 
times. Foreign and domestic affairs are 
so inter-related today that the political 
and propaganda efforts of foreign 
agents ultimately affect every American. 
Both Government officials and the pub
lic need to-and have a right to-know 
more about the objectives, tactics, 
finances, and general mode of opera
tions of those who seek to influence Gov
ernment policies for foreign interests. 
With adequate disclosure both the pub
lic and officials will be better equipped 
to protect the integrity of the decision
making process of our Government. 

Modernization of the act is long over
due and I hope that the Senate will 
pass the bill without opposition. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the committee amendments be 
agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the committee amendments 
are agreed to en bloc. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk some technical amend
ments, and ask that they be considered 
and agreed to en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4, 
line 17, strike out the word "poltical" 
and insert "political". 

On page 10, line 2, insert quotation 
marks at the end ·of the sentence. 

On page 15, line 24 and continuing on 
to page 16, line l, strike out "servant, 
or" and insert "or servant, or any person 
who acts". 

On page 16, line 2, insert a comma fol
lowing the word "control". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the amendments are 
agreed to en bloc. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment and ask that it 
be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to state 
the amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. I 
shall explain it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. The 
amendment is as follows: 

At the end of the bill insert the follow
ing: 

"SEC. 10. (a) An individual who has a 
1964 wage withholding deficiency may elect 
to pay the amount of such deficiency as pro
vided in subsection (b). 

"(b) 1! an individual makes an election 
under. this section the amount of his 1964 
wage withholding deficiency shall be paid-

" ( 1) if such amount does not exceed $100, 
not later than three months a!ter the last 
day prescribed by the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 for payment of such individual's in
come tax for his taxable yea.r beginning in 
1964, 

"(2) if such amount exceeds $100 but does 
not exceed $500, in two equal installments 
payable not later than three months and six 
months, respectively, after such last day, 
and 

"(3) if such amount exceeds $500, in four 
equal installments payable not later than 
three months, six months, nine months, and 
twelve months, respectively, after such last 
day. 

"Any installment payable under paragraph 
(2) or (3) may be paid in advance. 

"(c) Any payment in accordance with the 
provisions of subsection (b) of a 1964 wage 
withholding deficiency by an individual who 
has made an election under this section shall, 
for all purposes of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954, be treated as a payment of the 
income tax of such individual for his tax
able year beginning in 1964 and shall be 
treated as made on the last day prescribed 
by such Code for payment of such tax. 

"(d) An election under this section shall 
be made within such tim.e and in such man
ner as the Secretary of the Treasury or his 
delegate may prescribe by regulations. 

" ( e) For purposes of this section, the 
term '1964 wage withholding deficiency' 
means, with respect to any individual, whiob.
ever of the following amounts is the smaller: 

"(1) the amount by which-
" (A) the tax imposed by chapter 1 of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1954 on the taxable 
income of such individual for his taxable 
year beginning in 1964, computed by dis
regarding all items of income other than 
wages and all deductions allowable solely 
because attributable to income other than 
wages, exceeds 

"(B) the credit allowable to such indi
vidual under section 3l(a) of such Code for 
tax deducted and withheld under section 
3402 of such Code on the wages of such in
dividual during 1964; or 

"(2) the amount by which-
" (A) the tax imposed by chapter 1 of the 

Internal Revenue Code of 1954 on the taxable 
income of such individual for his taxable 
year beginning in 1964, exceeds 

"(B) the sum of (i) the credits allowable 
to such individual for such taxable year 
under part IV of subchapter A of chapter 1 
of such Code, and (ii) the estimated tax 
paid by such individual under section 6015 
of such Code for such year. 
"The Secretary of the Treasury or his dele
gate may by regulations prescribe conditions 
under which all items of income may be 
treated as wages for purposes of paragraph 
(1) (A) of this subsection. 

"(f) Terms used in this section shall have 
the meanings assigned to them by the In
ternal Revenue Code of 1954. 

" ( g) The Secretary of the Treasury or his 
delegate shall prescribe such regulations as 
he deems necessary for the application of the 
provisions of this section in the case of a 
joint return of a husband and wife and may 
prescribe such other regulations as he deems 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
section." 

On page 17, line 11, strike out "This" and 
insert "The preceding sections of this". 

Amend the title so as to read: "A b111 to 
amend the Foreign Agents Registration Act 
of 1938, as amended, and for other purposes." 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to note that the President and 
the Internal Revenue Service have at 
long last taken cognizance of the prob
lem facing many Americans because of 
underwithholding on 1964 income taxes. 

However, I was most disappointed to 
find that the Internal Revenue Service 
does not plan to do anything substantial 
a bout this problem. Instead, according 
to the IRS Director's weekend comments, 
the Service will render only its normal, 
routine assistance to those taxpayers 
who can prove that hardship prevents 
them from making full tax payments by 
the 15th of this month. 

Many of us have recognized this prob
lem for a full year now. We have pre
sented legislative solutions to this gov
ernmental-inspired situation. But, we 
in the Congress were constantly assured 
that there really was no problem and 
that, if there was, the IRS would work 
it out. 

Well, try and tell the American tax
payer that there is no problem. 

Eventually, that reality even filtered 
through to IRS. Then for many more 
long weeks they promised relief. But, 
the relief when it belatedly came was too 
little and too late. 

IRS' "solution" to make the tax
payer prove an elusive thing called hard
ship. Even then it plans to charge him 
interest on his hardship. 

There is a much better way. 
On January 26 of this year, I intro

duced S. 733, which would ·grant up to 1 
year additional time for the payment of 
income taxes caused by underwithhold
ing resulting from the 1964 income tax 
law revision. The schedule of payments 
under my proposal would be as follows: 

First. If such amount does not exceed 
$100, not later than 3 months after the 
last day prescribed by the Internal Rev
enue Code of 1954 for payment of such 
individual's income tax for his taxable 
year beginning in 1964; 

Second. If such amount exceeds $100, 
but does not exceed $500, in two equal 
installments payment not later than 3 
months and 6 months respectively, after 
such last day; and 

Third. If such amount exceeds $500, in 
four equal installments payable not later 
than 3 months, 6 months, 9 months, and 
12 months, respectively, after such last 
day. 

I regret, Mr. President, that no action 
was taken on my proposal. The Ad
ministration and the ms have known of 
the problem for a long time. 

Briefly, the story is this. An 18-per
cent withholding rate continued in effect 
until March 1964. The 1964 tax bill 
which passed ait that time provided for 
an immediate transition to a 14-percent 
rate, not 15 percent as had been earlier 
proposed. Thus, many have had an in
sufficient amount held out of their pay
check. 

In simpler terms, this administration 
gave "attention extraordinary" to the 
much heralded tax cut. The pay en
velope was a much fatter one. What 
was not pointed out was the fact that 
some of the extra money-all of which 
was thought of by the taxpayer to be a 
result of the tax cut-was not the tax
payer's money at all, but actually be
longed to ·the Federal Government, and 
would have to be repaid come April 15, 
1965. 

Subsequent to passage of the . 1964 
Revenue Act, Treasury began, ever so 
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gently, advising the taxpayer to beware 
that he might have to pay a little extra 
tax. This .slight admonition certainly 
got nowhere the publicity that the tax 
cut received. The result was that many, 
many taxpayers never had any idea at all 
that a good portion of their increased pay 
was not theirs at all. 

The Treasury Department advised my 
office on March 8 of this year that the 
estimated increase was not really very 
much, that it would only amount to an 
increase in final tax payments of some 
$500 million. Now, in the billions that 
Treasury deals with, I realize that $500 
million is small, but in terms of individ
ual hardship, $50, $100, or $500 can seem 
awfully big. 

I hope, of course, that Treasury's esti
mate is correct and their statements, that 
the lower income wage earner will not 
have to pay an additional amount in ex
cess of that already withheld, are true. 
But numerous letters I have received, 
similar to the following, make me wonder 
if Treasury estimates are entirely ac
curate. I quote: 

DEAR SIR: Having just figured my income 
tax for the year and finding that I will have 
to pay $44.80 additional income tax on a 
yearly salary of $3,725, I thought I would 
write and express my views. 

I was under the impression that the Gov
ernment was going to reduce the income tax 
but it certainly has not turned out that way. 
Possibly the cut that was supposed to have 
been made benefited the higher salaried peo
ple who do not need it nearly as much as 
people like myself. 

I am well aware of the fact that you alone 
cannot get this done, but that it will take 
the cooperation of all the Senators and 
Representatives together. I would certainly 
appreciate your efforts in getting something 
done toward cutting down on the withhold
ing tax, especially for the small salaried peo
ple. 

Yours very truly, 
------. 

The name I withhold. 
Mr. President, it is unjust to blame 

the taxpayer for this plight. The Treas
ury Department should have done some
thing about it, but all they could figure 
out to do was to charge 6-percent "in
terest for hardship." The Internal Rev
enue Service will decide what constitutes 
"hardship." The Government-imposed 
"inconvenience" will not count. The 
Senate should assume the leadership in 
remedying this sneak attack on the tax
payers of our Nation. 

Therefore, I have sent to the desk an 
amendment to the pending bill. 

I ask for the yeas and nays on my 
amendment; therefore, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MONTOYA in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I should 

like to address myself briefly to the 
amendment o1f ered by the distinguished 

Senator from Texas. I believe he has 
offered a very constructive and useful 
amendment, and one which, under the 
unusual circumstances which now con
front many taxpayers, deserves the sup
port of the Senate. 

At this time this strange new decreased 
withholding concept was initiated, when 
the Senate considered the tax reduction 
bill, I raised the question as to the Perils 
of undercollecting from taxpayers. I 
felt it was one of my obligations as a 
Member of the Senate to alert the tax
payers of South Dakota who might be 
affected at least to what they might con
front. 

In the weekly newsletter which I have 
sent to the people of South Dakota each 
week since I was first elected to the 
House of Representatives quite some time 
ago, I have tried to portend events of 
this type. I feel that one of the purposes 
of the newsletter is to display such cau
tion flags and to :flash the bronze lights 
when they become necessary. 

Three times last year in my newsletter 
I predicted precisely the type of predica
ment which was going to confront the 
taxpayers of South Dakota in particular 
and of the United States generally. First, 
on March 17, 1964, in my newsletter vol
ume XXVI, No. 3, under the heading 
"Tax Reduction Can Cost," I said, in 
part: 

Taxpayers now receiving more money in 
their regular paychecks through a reduction 
in the Federal withholding rates should keep 
in mind that "today's benefits.might be to
morrow's expense. The withholding tax 
rate now in effect may not be su11lcient to 
provtde for the average taxes to be collected 
from the vast majority of the wage-earning 
taxpayers. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this Point in the 
RECORD the complete statement I made 
in my newsletter o-f March 17, 1964, on 
the subject "Tax Reduction Can Cost." 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TAX REDUCTION CAN COST 
Taxpayers now receiving more money in 

their regular paychecks through a reduction 
in the Federal withholding rates should keep 
in mind that today's benefits might be to
morrow's expense. The withholding tax 
rate now in effect may not be sUfilcient to 
provide for the average taxes to be collected 
from the vast majority of the wage earning 
taxpayers. Here's why: The new law pro
vides for a tax reduction in two installments. 
The first reduction is for the 1964 tax year. 
The remainder of the reduction is applicable 
for the 1965 tax year. However, the entire 
withholding rate reduction from 18 percent 
to 14 percent took effect immediately (on 
March 5) . This means the taxes withheld 
may not match the rates for the year and the 
average salaried taxpayer could find that 
he owes additional taxes when he prepares his 
return next year. The taxpayer has the al
ternative of asking his employer to withhold 
more than the 14 percent by claiming fewer 
exemptions than he is entitled to or be pre
pared to pay an additional amount when he 
files his 1964 return because not enough was 
deducted in withholding. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ex
plained the dilemma. I Pointed out the 
reason for this situation and suggested 
steps which taxpayers might take at that 
time to protect themselves. Consider-

able interest developed as a result of this 
particular newsletter's warning, so I dis
cussed the subject in greater detail a few 
months later in Newsletter, volume 
XXVI, No. 16, dated September 15, 1964, 
again under the heading "Tax Reduc
tion Can Cost." I alluded to the pre
vious newsletter and pointed out: 

The result is that most taxpayers are be
ing underwithheld in 1964 and must face 
unusually large tax payments next spring. 
Many taxpayers w111 unhappily discover that 
much of the tax cut they thought they 
were receiving this year will have to be paid 
back to the Government next April when 1964 
income tax payments fall due. 

It seemed to me at the time that the 
Federal Government had an obligation 
to tell taxpayers generally what, in my 
limited manner, I was trying to point 
out to the taxpayers of South Dakota. 
It was quite obvious that many taxpayers 
thought that reduced withholding taxes 
meant for them a reduction in the 
amount of taxes they would have to pay 
all the way along the line, and did not 
have the vaguest idea that they were 
going to get a big tax bill for underpaid 
taxes which they would have to finance 
in April 1965. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the entire portion of my News
letter, volume XXVI, No. 16, of Septem
ber 15, 1964, under the heading "Tax 
Reduction Can Cost." 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

TAX REDUCTION CAN COST 
Readers of "Your Washington and You" 

will recall that last March I warned that the 
new tax law which provided for a tax re
duction in two installments might cause 
problems and today's benefits might be to
morrow's expenses. The first installment of 
the tax reduction was for the 1964 tax year 
and the remainder of the reduction is ap
plicable for the 1965 tax year. This, I in
dicated, could mean that many taxpayers 
would find that they owe additional taxes 
when they p~epa.red their next return. 

My prediction of the predicament the 
average taxpayer might find himself in was 
borne out by Congressman THOMAS CURTIS, 
of Missouri, a ranking member of the tax
writing House Ways and Means Committee 
who discussed the "phantom" ·tax cut on the 
House floor. He explains the tax cut in these 
words: 

"In effect, the Revenue Act of 1964 pro
vided for what might be termed a two-sided 
tax reduction. On the one hand, the income 
tax rate structure was reduced, which cut 
the taxpayers' actual tax liability to the Fed
eral Government. On the other hand, the 
withholding rate was cut from 18 to 14 per
cent in one stroke-rather than in two stages 
as originally provided in the House bill-so 
that wage and salary earners would have 
less taxes withheld from their wages and 
thus receive larger paychecks than pre
viously. The cut in the withholding rate 
might be called the apparent tax reduction. 

"The withholding rate was cut to 14 per
cent immediately, only on the urgent recom
mendation of the Johnson administration. 
However, the reduction in tax liab111ties was 
scheduled to take place in two installments, 
the second of which wlll not become effective 
until next January. The result is that most 
taxpayers are being underwithheld in 1964 
and must face unusually large tax payments 
next spring. Many taxpayers wm unhappily 
discover that much of the tax cut they 
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thought they were receiving this year will 
have to be paid back to the Government next 
April when 1964 income tax payments fall 
due." 

Congressman CURTIS concludes with the 
unhappy news that next April when they 
pay their 1964 taxes, the average married 
couple with two children will owe anywhere 
from $10 to $1,135 in addition to what has 
been withheld from their salary throughout 
the year, dependent on income level. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, a con
siderable amount of correspondence de
veloped as a result of that newsletter, 
so in my newsletter volume XXVI, No. 
17, dated September 29, 1964, I devoted 
the entire back page of my weekly re
port, which I call "Your Washington and 
You," to the same subject, under the 
heading "A Cold Spring, Taxwise." 
Mr. President, that "Cold Spring" is now 
with us, taxwise, and from all over the 
country we are receiving many letters, 
some expressing mild criticism, some al
most expressing consternation, about the 
impact of the increased amount of taxes 
in 1965 on the household budget of many 
an American family. 

In that newsletter, I included a tax 
table, pointing out preciselY what would 
occur as a consequence. I am happy to 
repart that a number of South Dakota 
taxpayers, at least, made necessary read
justments in order to be ready for this 
contingency, but not all of them. A 
great many Americans are ill prepared, 
however, to pay Uncle Sam's tax collec
tors an increase in taxes in 1965 when 
they had been led to believe by Federal 
publicity that the taxes, in their in
stance, were being reduced. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Dakota yield for a 
question? 

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. First, I thank the Sen

ator for his eloquent and timely support, 
and also for the fact that he is one of 
those who sounded the alarm early on 
this subject. 

Is it not true that one of the original 
purposes of the passage of the tax bill 
of last year was to put more money into 
the economy, and will we not be thwart
ing that purpose if we do not enact some 
sort of legislation of this kind? 

Mr. MUNDT. The Senator ·from 
Texas is correct. I congratulate him on 
having proposed a perfectly fair, equi
table, and plausible solution to the prob
lem. I believe the Federal Government 
was seriously at fault in not providing 
for the taxpayers generally the kind of 
information which I tried, in my way, to 
provide for the people of South Dakota. 
The least the Federal Government could 
have done was to point out that the 
economies of a synthetic nature that 
they were enjoying in 1964 would become 
tax penalties in 1965, and that they 
should fortify themselves against the 
payment date and take the steps which 
were available to them not to enjoy the 
temporary withholding tax windfall, be
cause "payday" was just around the 
corner, and they could have been ready 
for the situation. 

But not having been adequately fore
warned, not having been told generally 
by the tax administration that ·they 
would face this kind of serious problem 

in April 1965, the Government generally, 
Congress included, has an obligation now 
to act along the lines of the Tower 
amendment, which would enable the 
people at least to stagger the payments 
of this increased tax burden which 
American . taxpayers who have a with
holding schedule are confronting in their 
salaries and wages in 1965. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this paint in my 
remarks the entire paragraph of my 
newsletter, volume XXVI, No. 17, for 
September 29, 1964, entitled "A Cold 
Spring, Taxwise." 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

A COLD SPRING, TAXWISE 
In my September 15 report I discussed the 

1964 tax bill and the reduction in withhold-

Ing rates which will result in taxpayers hav
ing to pay an additional amount next spring 
because not enough is being withheld now. 
Representative THOMAS CURTIS, of Missouri, 
a ranking member of the tax-writing House 
Ways and Means Committee, in discussing 
the "phantom tax cut" said: "The plan will 
prove a cruel and costly hoax to many work
ing men and women. While their pay en
velopes are fattened by a large 'apparent' 
tax reduction, they are being exhorted by 
President Johnson to spend the increase in 
aftertax incomes in order to give the econ
omy a 'shot in the arm.' When April rolls 
around, many taxpayers will find that they 
have to repay the Government as much as 
$1 of every $3 of their 'apparent' tax 
reduction." Mr. CURTIS also included in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD (vol. 110, pt. 17, 
pp. 22336-22338) tables showing how much 
extra money the taxpayer will have to pay 
next spring. One example follows, with the 
third column from the left showing what 
a married couple with no dependents will 
have to pay: 

Tax liability, tax withheld, and tax refund or tax due under Revenue Act of 1964 and under 
previous law (calendar year 1964)-Married couple with no dependents with standard 
deduction 

Under Revenue Act of 1964 Under previous law Revenue Act of J 964 over 
previous law 

Increase 
or de-

Increase crease(-) 
Annual income all Tax due Tax due Decrease or de- in tax 

from wage or salary or refund orr11fund in with- due in crease(-) 
Tax Tax (-)in Tax Tax (-)in holding in tax spring of 

liability withheld spring of liability withheld spring of ~~~p,~~ due in 1965 as 
1965 1965 spring of percent-

cut) 196/'i age of 
decrease 
in with-
holding 

------------------------
$3,()()() __ - - -- - - - -- - - - $230 $244.80 -$14.80 
$4,()()() __ --- - ---- - - - - 399 392.40 6.60 $5,()()() ______________ 

554 545. 20 8.80 
$6,()()()_ - ------ - ----- 720 703. 20 16.80 
$7,()()() ____________ - - 900 817.80 82.20 $8,()()() ______________ 1,080 988. ()() 92. 00 
$9,000. ------- -- ---- 1,260 1, 140.80 119.20 
$10,000 ________ ----- 1,440 1, 293. 60 146. 40 
$11,()()() ____ -- -- - -- - - 1,668 1, 420.18 247.82 $12,000 _____________ 1,903 1, 566. 99 336. 01 
$13 ,000_ ------------ 2, 138 1, 713. 80 424. 20 
$14,000 ______ ------ - 2,373 1,860. 61 512.39 
$15,000 __ - --------- - 2, 636 2, 007.42 628.58 
$16,()()()_ ---------- - - 2,906 2, 154. 66 751. 34 
$17 ,()()() _____________ 3, 176 2, 301. 56 874.44 
$18 ,000_ ----------- - 3,446 2, 448. 37 997. 63 
$19 ,()()()_ -- - --------- 3, 744 2, 595.18 1, 148.82 
$20,()()() ________ ----- 4,049 2, 742.42 1,306. 58 

If you desire to have the erutire text of Mr. 
CuRTIS' speech, which includes in addition 
to the above table three others, I will be 
happy to send it to you. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I urge 
Senators to take this necessary emer
gency step to meet a problem con
fronting our taxpayers, a problem that 
was made in Washington. It is not a 
problem that was created in the homes 
or in the offices or at the desks of tax
payers. This is a problem that was 
created in Washington for the taxpayers, 
and it can be solved satisfactorily only 
by action from Washington. I think the 
Tower amendment would do the job. I 
hope it will be adopted by the Senate. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I shall support the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Texas be
cause it would help to alleviate a situa
tion in which many taxpayers find them
selves through no fault of their own. 

First, I wish to express appreciation to 
the Internal Revenue Service for the con
sideration which they have given to this 
subject thus far on a voluntary basis. 

$305 $296.40 $8.60 $51. 60 -$23.40 -45.3 
485 478.40 6.60 86.00 0 0 
660 665. 60 -5.60 120. 40 14.40 12.0 
844 858. 00 -14.00 154.80 30.80 19.9 

1,042 998. 40 43.60 180. 60 38.60 21.4 
1,240 1, 211. 60 28.40 223. 60 63.60 28.4 
1,438 1, 398. 80 39.20 258. 00 80.00 31.0 
1,636 1, 586. 00 50.00 292.40 96. 40 33.0 
1,888 1, 740. 00 147. 04 3ZO. 78 100. 78 31.4 
2, 148 1, 920.88 2'.ll.12 353.89 108.89 30.8 
2,408 2, 100.80 307. 20 387. 00 117. 00 30.2 
2,668 2, 280. 72 387.28 420.11 125.11 29.8 
2,960 2, 460. 64 449. 36 453. 22 129.22 28.5 
3,260 2, 640. 56 619.44 485. 90 131.90 '.ll.1 
3,560 2,821. 00 739. 00 519.44 135.44 26.1 
3,860 3, 000. 91 859. 08 552. 55 138. 55 25.l 
4, 192 3, 180.84 1, 011.16 585.66 137. 66 23.5 
4,532 3,360. 76 1, 171.24 618.34 135.34 21.9 

Over the weekend the Commission of In
ternal Revenue announced his recogni
tion of the problem which confronts 
many taxpayers and said he was in
structing the District Directors to give 
consideration to those taxpayers who :file 
returns but do not have the money. To 
the extent that their deficiency can be 
accounted for by underwithholding they 
are to be given some additional time in 
which to pay. 

The only difference between the Treas
ury directive and the Tower amendment 
is that the Tower amendment spells out 
the amount of time that the taxpayers 
should receive so that they may know 
as a matter of law that they will have 3 
months, 6 months, or whatever amount 
of time is provided to make their monthly 
payments and that there will be no 
penalty. I think it would be much better 
to have this point cleared up so that tax
payers who :file their returns will know 
exactly where they stand without having 
to appeal to some bureaucrat for the 
extra time. If the amount a taxpayer 
owes .is. say, $300 he will know that he 
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will have 3 months in which to pay in 
three installments. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Dela ware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. Is it not true that it 

is not only much better for every tax
payer to know in advance the schedule 
to which he is entitled, but that it is 
also much better, generally speaking, to 
have this understanding in the form of 
a Federal statute, rather than to leave 
the handling of the matter to the discre
tion of an individual who, being human, 
might move in one direction or another, 
if he has to make a decision in each 
individual case, but who obviously is 
looking for some opportunity to be help
ful? The Tower amendment would spell 
out the understanding so that every tax
payer would be entitled to the same kind 
of treatment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
true. There is another point: If we do 
not spell out a specific time it will mean 
that the various district directors will 
have to handle each case individually, 
and the extra paper work of necessity 
could cost an exceedingly large amount 
of money. 

This amendment would reduce the 
work on the Bureau itself. If this provi
sion were spelled out it would be much 
simpler than if the Internal Revenue 
Service had the burden of examining 
each of these returns to determine the 
:financial status of the individuals in
volved. I can see that the cost of admin
istering that procedure would be far in 
excess of the cost that would be required 
under this amendment. 

Mr. MUNDT. It would not only be 
simpler, but much more economical all 
the way through. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
the point I am making. I do not think 
we want to lose sight of the fact that 
this formula will not be known by all 
taxpayers. The taxpayers were given a 
tax reduction last year. As the bill was 
first sent down to the Committee on 
Ways and Means by President Kennedy 
it was recommended that the withhold
ing rate be fixed at somewhere between 
15 and 16 percent. 

As I recall it, the actual figure given 
to the committee was 15.67 percent with
holding. To round it out, they would 
have had to use 16 percent. 

The Committee on Ways and Means 
used 15 percent instead. This :figure 
reduced the withholding somewhat below 
the actual wit!:lholding needs. However, 
when the measure came to the Senate 
Committee on Finance-and I am speak
ing as a member of the committee-the 
bill was the recipient of this so-called 
Texas twist. The rate was fixed at 14 
percent so that the people would think 
they were getting a larger tax reduction 
than they actually received. Word came 
from the White House very early in 1964 
to forget all about the 15 percent recom
mendation and to make it 14 percent. 
That is what we referred to in the com
mittee as the Texas twist. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILL~S of Delaware. I yield. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I say 
that this is a reverse Texas twist that 
will be put on it. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We are 
trying to correct the impact of the 
"Texas twist." I compliment the junior 
Senator from Texas for trying to correct 
the misleading Texas twist that was 
given to the 1964 tax reduction in order 
to fool American taxpayers. On orders 
of the administration the withholding 
was reduced to 14 percent. 

While it is true that the Internal Rev
enue Service did a marvelous job 
throughout the country in instructing 
taxpayers that it would represent an 
underwithholding, the administration 
was discrediting this warning and play
ing it down. They were boasting about 
what a tax cut they had given to the 
American people. The administration 
not only insisted that the withholding be 
reduced to 14 percent, which would be 
two points below the necessary withhold
ing rate, but also asked that all of the 
employers of the country have their 
forms ready prior to the enactment of 
the bill, with instructions that the re
duced 14 percent rate should be made 
retroactive. They wanted to get the 
extra money into the hands of the people. 
The administration urged the people to 
spend it with the thought of stimulating 
the economy so that it might have the 
benefit of the election results. 

Taxpayers are now paying the fiddler. 
There was approximately $500 million in 
underwithholding as a result of this so
called Texas twist. I think it is only 
proper that Congress now try to remedy 
this deliberate action. Let us hope that 
in the future we can get this Texas twist 
out of bills as they come up. We should 
recognize that, as a Congress, we repre
sent all 50 States of the Union, working 
together for the good of the taxpayers. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I point 

out that what the Senator has said has 
a good deal of validity. I should hope 
that whatever happens to the amend
ment of the distinguished junior Senator 
from Texas, and I hope it will be agreed 
to, the taxpayers who read this RECORD 
and the taxpayers who write these bal
looned checks for tax costs this month 
will realize that after every party there 
is a payday, and that this is simply 
illustrative and symbolic of what will 
happen in other tax bills in succeeding 
years as we start to pay for the cost of 
the Great Society. 

It is all very easy to pass authorizing 
bills and put the camel's nose under the 
tent and say that the measure will not 
cost very much for the remainder of the 
year, or for the first few months of the 
following year. However, when we start 
on hundred-million-dollar programs and 
multibillion-dollar programs, there will 
be a payday after every party. The tax
payers who now face the payday for the 
party of tax forgiveness that was carried 
out in 1964 should know that there will 
be paydays for the other great costly 
experiments under the Great Society. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I agree fully with that state-

ment. It is most unfortunate that the 
American taxpayers were given the im
pression that they were getting a greater 
tax reduction than was actually voted 
and approved by the administration. 
What makes it worse is the fact that this 
misleading information was distributed 
deliberately and admittedly for political 
reasons. Because it was an election 
year-they wanted the taxpayers to go 
into the voting booths thinking they had 
received a great tax reduction. The ad
ministration knew that the payday 
would come after the election, when it 
was too late for the taxpayers to change 
their ballots. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I concur 

in the Senator's comments relating to the 
Internal Revenue Service. I thank the 
Senator from Delaware for his able sup
port of this measure. The Senator is a 
well-known expert in fiscal matters. 

I further point out that the difference 
between the action we would take here 
providing ~Y amendment were adopted: 
and the action that the Internal Revenue 
Service might take on its own initiative 
is that this measure would eliminate any 
hardship, and waive any interest. 

I think it is incumbent upon us to do 
so. We created the problem in the first 
place by enacting the bill. Since we cre
ated the problem, I do not think we 
should punish the taxpayers for a mis
ta~rn that we made. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I thoroughly agree With the 
statement of the Senator from Texas. 
I shall support this measure. 

I think the junior Senator from Tex
as will agree that the Commissioner him
self has gone as far as he can under 
existing law to minimize the adverse ef
fects imposed on the taxpayers as a re
sult of the Texas twist that was placed 
on the 1964 tax bill by the administra
tion. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I think 
the Commissioner has gone as far as he 
can go. I think we would help him if 
we were to agree with my amendment. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I agree. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President will 

the Senator yield? · ' 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President I do 

not believe that my good friend, the 
senior Senator from Delaware, is alleg
ing that there was no tax cut. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Oh, no. 
There was a tax cut, but the tax cut was 
not as great as the American people were 
led to think when the administration 
reduced the withholding rate to 14 per
cent. We were first advised that it would 
require approximately 16 percent-to be 
exact, I think that was 15.67 percent to 
keep withholding on a par with previous 
years. 

The House provided for a 15-percent 
withholding rate. By orders of the 
White House in early 1964 a majority of 
the Senate Committee on Finance made 
it 14 percent. That was done knowing 
that it was too low. 

Mr. EILENDER. Mr. President, did 
the Senator vote for the 14-percent pro
vision? 
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I did 

not vote for the bill. 
Mr. ELLENDER. I did not vote for 

that provision either. 
I read in the newspaper, either today 

or yesterday, that the Internal Revenue 
Service would administratively correct 
the evils that may have occurred as a 
result of this "Texas twist" to which the 
Senator has referred. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
true to a great extent. I compliment 
the Internal Revenue Service for the ac
tion that it has taken thus far. 

Mr. ELLENDER. If this can be ac
complished administratively, why should 
we agree to this amendment? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The In
ternal Revenue Service has stated that 
it will take care of such cases on an in
dividual hardship case basis. · 

As I understand, under the administra
tive procedure that is all it can do. That 
means that each individual taxpayer 
must file his return and then apply for 
an extension of time on the basis of 
hardship. 

The cost of examining all the applica
tions will be terrific. What the amend
ment of the junior Senator from Texas 
seeks to do is to spell out under a fixed 
formula that the taxpayer would have 
3 months or 6 months extra time to pay 
his tax. Then the taxpayer could pay his 
shortage in three or six installments. 
The taxpayer would know what he was 
doing without filing an application. The 
Internal Revenue Service would know 
what to expect. 

It is my understanding that the Inter
nal Revenue Service cannot establish a 
deadline such as is proposed in the 
amendment. However, the Internal 
Revenue Service can extend it by 3 
months or 6 months, as they see fit, on 
an individual basis, but it would cost a 
great deal more money to process each 
separate application. · 

Mr. ELLENDER. I have not h'ad the 
time to read the amendment. Would 
the amendment provide that the exten
sion would be given to all those tax
payers whose tax is not over $100? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 

to the Senator from Texas. 
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, may I 

point out to the senior Senator from 
Louisiana that the Internal Revenue 
Service has done probably as much as 
it can under certain circumstances. My 
proposed amendment would give to tax
payers who have had their tax under
withheld, not in excess of $100, 3 months 
within which to pay this amount. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
mean the additional amount? 

Mr. TOWER. Only the amount of the 
deficiency that was the result of the 
underwithholding. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Will they have to 
pay the interest? 

Mr. TOWER. They will not have to 
pay the interest. This amendment 
would allow them to for get the intet·est. 

Mr. ELLENDER. That applies only to 
the increase between what was withheld 
and what they have to pay? 

Mr. TOWER. It applies only to the 
withholding deficiency; nothing more 
than that. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I shall 
support the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Texas [Mr. TOWER] . I 
think it is not only timeful, but helpful 
in "the collection of taxes. Millions of 
citizens will know when and how to pay 
the tax they owe, rather than have it be 
a matter of administrative decision. 

I concur in what the Senator from 
Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMS] has said about 
the Internal Revenue Service. He held 
many conferences with the Commis
sioner of Internal Revenue and others in 
the agency, urging them to do some
thing about it, which I think resulted in 
the cooperative r.esponse of the agency. 
Therefore, I believe the Senator from 
Delaware deserves a great deal _of com
mendation for starting· this move to take 
corrective action. 

Secondly, there were members of the 
Finance Committee, including the Sena
tor from Delaware and myself, who real
ized, when 18 percent of salaries had 
been withheld, that a cut to 14 percent 
was much greater than it should have 
been. 

There is no doubt that a reduction was 
made in order to get an added amount of 
money in to the spending stream before 
the election. There is no question about 
it. That aspect was fully discussed, but 
the proposal was adopted. I hope the 
Senate will adopt the Tower amendment 
today. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I thank 
the Senator for his comments. In line 
with what he has said with respect to my 
conferences with the Department, I wish 
to express my appreciation to Commis
sioner Cohen and those in his Depart
ment who worked on this matter. They 
recognize the problem, and to the extent 
that they are able to do something ad
ministratively, they are. The Senator 
from Texas proposes to do away with the 
interest requirement and sets a specific 
time for payment. This needs legisla
tion. The adoption of the amendment 
would go far toward correcting hardship 
cases involving many taxpayers who in 
the years heretofore have prided them
selves on being timely taxpayers but who 
through no fault of their own are now 
placed in an embarrassing situation as 
a result of the "Texas twist." 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, at 
the appropriate time I expect to make 
a motion to table. I would like sufficient 
time for Senators who favor the amend
ment and who wish to make speeches to 
do so. I shall withhold making the mo
tion until all Senators sponsoring the 
amendment or in favor of it will have 
an opportunity to speak. 

The Senator from Texas is ringing a 
bell, but in all candor, he has been ring
ing a bell at the wrong door. · There is 
no purpose to be gained by adding this 
amendment to the pending bill. The 
pending bill is the Foreign Agents Regis
tration measure. If the Senator is look
ing for speed, he will not get it by put
ting this amendment in the bill, because 
if we add that amendment to this bill, it 

will then nave to go to the House of Rep
resentatives, where it has not yet been 
considered. I presume it will have to go 
to the House Foreign Affairs Committee 
f.or hearings. That, I presume, will take 
a little time. It will then have to go to 
the House Rules Committee, where it 
will take some additional time. Then it 
has to be adopted in the House. All of 
this takes time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. SMATHE'RS. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. If the Senator from 

Florida can suggest a more speedy ve
hicle on which I can hang this measure, 
I shall be glad to do it. 

Mr. SMATHERS. This procedure 
has been referred to as the "Texas twist." 
This is simply talk by the Seantor from 
Texas for the benefit of some people who 
have a feeling about this matter, for 
whom there was underwithholding in 
1964. We shall have to ask certain peo
ple in certain categories to pay addi
tional taxes over that which the law 
specifically provides, because of the fact 
that taxes were underwithheld in 1964. 
But in 1966 and in every year thereafter, 
the total amount of the tax cut, as we 
discussed it, was to have a beneficial 
effect in the Nation. I believe 70 per
cent of the Members of the Senate voted 
for that measure. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr.SMATHERS. !yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. From the discus

sion I have heard thus far I have been 
under the impression that this amend
ment was being added to a tax bill. Am 
I to understand that it is proposed to be 
added to a Senate bill unrelated to tax
ation? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. ELLENDER. How would that 
meet the rules of the House? We do not 
have a tax bill before us, and this 
amendment affects taxation? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect. Constitutionally, this proposal is 
not correct, but I thought it would be 
simpler, rather than make such a point, 
to let the able Senator from Texas make 
his off er and let him and all the other 
Senators who have certain feelings about 
this "Texas tornado" talk, and then 
make a motion to table. It would be 
simpler to do that than talk about con
stitutionality. 

Mr. ELLENDER. As I said a while 
ago, I am in· sympathy with the amend
ment of the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. SMATHERS. And so am I sym
pathetic to the amendment of the Sen
ator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I have sp.ent less time 
talking about this matter than any other 
Senator, including the Senator from 
Florida. This proposal has been before 
us since January. Nothing has been 
done. We are getting down to the dead
line. I said last week that I would try 
to pick some sort of vehicle to which to 
attach this proposal, because something 
must be done. I think ·the modification 
of the tax was good. I did not vote for it, 
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for which I received a great deal of criti
cism from people in Texas. I did not do 
so because I think we should keep 'Our ex
penditures within our receipts. But the 
taxpayer was given the impression that 
he was going to get more money back 
than he actually was entitled to, and now 
he finds he has to borrow money to pay 
his taxes. That is going to take money 
out of the economy so that the taxpayers 
can pay their taxes. The proposal has 
gone through the Senate quickly. I do 
not think it will be in the House very long. 

Mr. SMATHERS. It has not gone 
through the Senate. The Senator has 
just now offered his amendment. It has 
not gone through the Senate. 

Mr. TOWER. I am talking about S. 
693. That has been approved. We are 
talking about the vehicle to which to at
tach this measure. 

As to the constitutional point, that is 
not involved. The Constitution provides 
that bills raising revenue shall originate 
in the House of Representatives. I have 
some legal information to the effect that 
this is a legitimate procedure and meas
ure. Therefore it is not something with
in the constitutional ban. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I do not agree with 
the junior Senator from Texas on this 
particular point of constitutionality. For 
years in the Senate, the Senate Finance 
Committee has been trying to put itself 
in the position where it could change, 
somehow, tax rates, rates of payment, 
even proposals with respect to social se
curity matters, and every other kind of 
matter; and we always have had to wait, 
constitutionally, until the House acted, 
because such matters have to do with 
revenue. Whether the proposal is to 
raise or lower, or whatever the proposal 
on taxes is, it originates in the House of 
Representatives. That has been, unfor
tunately, the rule, but it is the rule. 

We do not expect to be able to talk 
about sugar legislation because a lower 
tax is placed on sugar from time to time; 
but, unfortunately, we are bringing it up 
because it has been construed all over 
again, and unquestionably there are 
precedents concerning it. We have to 
see that it is taken up in the House of 
Representatives because it has something 
to do with either bringing more money in 
on a tax on sugar, or less money, and fre
quently we are trying to lower it. 

There! ore, I disagree with the Senator 
on that :point, but that is not the point 
I make. The point I wish to make is that 
the Senator brings up a question which 
is serious and occupies the minds of many 
taxpayers. The Internal Revenue Serv
ice is the agency which should do some
thing about it immediately. 

Last Saturday the Internal Revenue 
Service had something to say on the sub
ject. It should be printed in the RECORD, 
and I shall therefore read it. It is pub
lished on the front page of the New York 
Times Sunday edition for April 4: 
PAYMENTS EASED FOR 1964 TAX Bn..LS: GRACE 

PERIOD Is PERMITTED BUT HARDSHIP MUST 

RESULT FROM UNDERWITHHOLDING 

WASHINGTON, April 3.-The Government 
left the door ajar tonight for those who face 
hardship in paying their income tax in full 
on April 15. But the burden of proof rests 
on the taxpayer. 

Further, he must convince the Internal 
Revenue Service that hardship results from 
underwithholding from his paycheck. 

What the Senator is suggesting raises 
another complication. Are we talking 
about taxpayers who are having to pay 
a great deal of tax because of under
withholding, or those who do not wish 
to pay a tax? To determine this would 
require the investigation of approxi
mately 77 million tax returns, which the 
Internal Revenue is not in a position to 
do. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield at that point? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to fin
ish reading the article, and then I shall 
be glad to yield to the Senator from 
Texas. 

The article continues: 
The policy of permitting people to file a 

return without paying the whole bill right 
away is not new. The Service has never tried 
to put people in jail for failure to pay on 
time. 

But the Service issued a special statement 
making these points: 

It warned all taxpayers that their returns 
must be submitted by the April 15 deadline 
to avoid severe penalties under the law. 

It urged taxpayers to pay the full amount 
due at that time if it were at all possible. 

It recommended payment of as much as 
possible if full payment "would result in 
undue hardship, as distinguished from mere 
inconvenience." 

It said those who did not pay in full would 
receive a bill for the unpaid balance. 

It instructed those receiving such balance
due bills to "promptly write or visit the 
nearest Internal Revenue Service office to 
arrange payment" in what it described as 
"a reasonable period of time." 

A reasonable period of time. I add 
those words. 

I added the second "reasonable period 
of time." It is stated specifically in the 
article ,that it will work out payments 
within a reasonable period of time. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. Will the Senator clarify 

that last statement? There is only one 
reference to "a reasonable period of 
time." 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect. There is only one reasonable pe
riod of time. For emphasis I merely 
read i·t again. 

The article continues: 
It added that full payment should be made 

"as quickly as possible." 
It noted that interest at 6 percent would be 

charged on unpaid balances. 
Many taxpayers face problems in paying 

their 1964 income tax because insufficient 
money has been withheld from their wages 
or salaries. 

When the two-stage tax reduction bill was 
passed last year, the new withholding scale 
was put into effect at once on the basis of the 
full reduction. But this does not become 
effective until the tax bills for 1965. This 
was done primarily to inject more spendable 
income into the economy in 1964. 

There was considerable publicity about this 
and many persons arranged to have em
ployers increase sums withheld. 

I should like to emphasize that to all 
Senators--

And the service sent a notice to all em
ployers pointing out the consequences of un-

derwithholding and asking them to suggest 
that employees request adjustments in with
holding. 

The Commissioner of Internal Revenue, 
Sheldon S. Cohen, noted: 

"There are a number of taxpayers who in 
goOd faith did not make such adjustment. 
These taxpayers may not have understood 
the need to do so in their particular case or 
they may have been unable to make such an 
adjustment as a result of circumstances be
yond their control." 

He then concluded: 
"In such cases, if the taxpayer can dem

onstrate that the unpaid portion of his tax 
is due to underwithholding and that the 
immediate payment of the entire balance 
would result in undue hardship, as distin
guished from mere inconvenience, the In
ternal Revenue Service will attempt to work 
out arrangements for payment of the bal
ance over a reasonable period of time." 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. TOWER. All that information 
has been brought out in discussion in 
the Chamber. The Internal Revenue 
Service has been commended for its ef
forts to try to inform the people as to 
the facts on underwithholding. The fact 
remains that what is proposed is a hard
ship test. The interest still applies. What 
we are trying to do is to set up a time 
schedule to avoid the hardship test and 
forgive the interest, because many tax
payers were not properly informed re
garding underwithholding. 

To me, this is eminently reasonable. 
From the administrative standpoint, it 
would relieve the Internal Revenue Serv
ice of a great deal of work in having to 
go into all the tax returns individually in 
order, to determine existing hardships. 

Mr. SMATHERS. If the Senator from 
Texas will yield at that point, the Sen
ator is concerned about giving the tax
payer relief, and he makes some point 
about the 6 percent interest. Why did 
the Senator not vote a year ago for the 
$11 % billion tax cut? He now proposes 
to give the taxpayers the benefit of 
elimination of the 6 percent interest 
which is approximately one-half percent 
a month. It will be of considerably less 
benefit to them than if he had voted
as most Senators did last year-for the 
$11 % billion tax cut a year ago. 

Mr. TOWER. I shall be delighted to 
answer that question if the Senator from 
Florida will yield. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. TOWER. I voted against the bill 

last year because I believed that our 
expenditures should not exceed our re
ceipts. If we were to bring up a tax cut 
bill today and appeared to be undeter
mined in disciplining ourselves to cut 
taxes, I would vote against it again. But 
the reason I wish to give relief is that the 
taxpayers are victims of a mistake which 
we have made. I do not see the point of 
putting money into the economy and 
then taking it out of circulation by a 
punitive situation which arises from un
derwithholding. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Florida yield? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am glad to yield 
to the SenatOr from Ohio. 
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Mr. LAUSCHE. In the colloquy which 

1s taking place, has there been any in
dication made of the estimated number 
of taxpayers who now find themselves in 
distress financially because of the $11.5 
billion tax cut. 

Mr. TOWER. If I may answer the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Texas for that purpose. 

Mr. TOWER. I believe that the In
ternal Revenue Service would be hard 
put to determine the number. It is an 
intangible number, it is difficult to deter
mine. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Let me answer the 
question by asserting that the distin
guished counsel of the committee who 
sits beside me now, tells me that there 
is no way in which the Internal Revenue 
Service can know that number, which 
is exactly what the Senator from Texas 
has just said. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I read in the news
papers that small loan companies are 
offering to distressed taxpayers who are 
supposed to be benefited by the $11.5 
billion tax cut loans with which to pay 
their income taxes. I suppose these loans 
will be made on the usual usurious basis 
upon which small loan companies op
erate. Will one or the other of the two 
Senators from Florida and Texas answer 
that question for me as to taxpayers now 
being driven to the small loan companies 
who charge 2 percent or 3 percent 
a month to borrow from them. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I can answer the 
Senator's question for him by saying of 
course that is not quite the case because 
small loan companies, as the able Sena
tor knows, charge 12 percent interest-
sometimes it goes as high as 42 percent. 
Actually, according to the statement is
sued by the Internal Revenue Commis
sioner, taxpayers will be given a reason
able period of time in which to work out 
the payment of their income taxes. They 
will be charged 6 percent interest a year, 
which is one-half of 1 percent per month. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is it or is it not a fact 
instead of bringing good, the $11 % bil
lion tax return to a large number of peo
ple has brought distress, because they 
cannot now pay the taxes which are due 
as a result of not withholding adequate 
amounts from their salaries? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The reductions 
which they received during the year are 
already greater than any additional tax 
which they will have to pay. I could 
not agree with the Senator from Ohio at 
all. On the contrary-this is not an al
lied point, and I do not want to become 
involved in it-I believe that the $11.5 
billion tax cut has been a great boon not 
only to the general economy, but also to 
the individuals who make up the econ
omy. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I believe the tax 
cut has been a boon. It has brought 
about expanded business. However, the 
time has not yet come when the account
. ing must be made. That time is· partly 
here for many who cannot pay the taxes 
that are due. It strikes me that this is 
the first evidence of what we can expect 
at a later date, when eventually there will 
be the second prejudicial consequence of 
the $11.5 billion tax cut. 

I voted against the tax reduction. I 
voted against it because I believed it was 
a political sop. I believed that eventu
ally there would be a day of accounting. 
We shall find that we cannot keep cut
ting taxes and at the same time spend 
more and more money and be faced with 
a $300 billion debt and a deficit each 
year of $8 billion and $10 billion. 

The people were told: "Go out and 
spend all the taxes we have relieved you 
of paying. It will stimulate the econ
omy." 

That is what, in effect, they were told. 
These people did it. Now they are beg
ging for help from the Government. 

Unless there is evidence that the In
ternal Revenue Service contemplates 
dealing fairly and reasonably with dis
tressed taxpayers, the Tower amend
ment ought to be adopted. 

I should like again to hear from the 
Senator from Florida what the Govern
ment intends to do for those citizens. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Internal 
Revenue Service asks the people to come 
to talk with them. It says that if there 
has been a misunderstanding, it will 
help. First, I believe we should under
stand that the tax cut came in two steps, 
one in 1964 and the other in 1965. The 
Government underwithheld in 1964. At 
that time, the tax people warned em
ployers to be on notice that this situa
tion was likely to result. 

Many of the employers corrected the 
situation, and withheld the proper 
amount. We have no problem there at 
all. The Internal Revenue Service now 
says to those people that if they did not 
understand the situation they should 
come in to discuss the problem, and see 
if there is some solution. They say, 
"Come in and see us, and we will give 
you a reasonable time in which you can 
make up your tax payment. We will 
charge you the regular rate of one-half 
of 1 percent a month." That is less than 
the average taxpayer would have to pay 
to get the money anywhere else. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I 

should like to ask the Senator from 
Florida whether it is not true that inas
much as the pending bill, S. 693, is a 
Foreign Agents Registration Act, and not 
a revenue act, and has been reported by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, the 
bill has absolutely nothing to do with the 
tax situation. If the Tower amendment 
is added to the bill, the House, under its 
customary procedure, on constitutional 
grounds, will absolutely refuse to receive 
the bill, and the bill will be returned to 
the Senate or thrown in the wastebasket; 
therefore, this is a completely wrong way 
to go about achieving the purpose under 
discussion. Is that not correct? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I completely agree 
with the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. To propose it to 
this kind of bill is wholly inappropriate 
and is not the proper way to achieve the 
purpose, assuming the purpose is a good 
one. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Why are we wast
ing time on it? Why does not the Sena
tor from Florida move to table the 
amendment? There is no purpose to be 
served by proceeding with it. The bill 
under consideration was passed by the 
Senate last year. It is a noncontroversial 
bill. The House will not accept the bill 
if we add the Tower amendment to it. 
Under its normal procedure, the House 
will reject it. I believe their principle is 
that they will not even receive such a 
bill. I wonder why the Senator does not 
move to table the amendment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I had said earlier 
that I would make a motion to table at 
the most propitious time and after the 
proponents and the opponents of the 
amendment had had an opportunity to 
make their statements. 

I believe that moment has arrived. 
Therefore, I move to table the Tower 
amendment. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for a 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TOWER. I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the motion to table. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the 

Chair state the question? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH
ERS] to table the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Texas [Mr. TOWER]. 

The yeas and nays having been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD <when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the distinguished Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. FANNIN]. If he were present and 
voting, he would vote "nay." If I were 
ait liberty to vote, I would vote "yea." I 
withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
BURDICK], the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], the Senator from Connecti
cut [Mr. DODD], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORE], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. LONG], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. Moss], the Sen
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], 
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERT
SON], the Senator from Missouri [Mr . 
SYMINGTON], and the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. YARBOROUGH] are absent on official 
business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. HART], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], 



6992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE April 5, 1965 

the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
McINTYRE], the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. NELSON], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL], the Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], and the Sen
ator from New' Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS] are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD], the Senator from North Car
olina [Mr. ERVIN], the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE], the Sen
ator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], and 
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
BURDICK] would each vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BoGGsJ, the 
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS], 
and the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL] are necessarily ab-

sent. . 
The Senator from Kans·as [Mr. PEAR

SON] is absent on official business. 
The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 

CAsEJ, the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
FANNIN], and the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. SIMPSON] are detained on official 

business. 
The pair of the Senator from Arizona 

[Mr. FANNIN] has been previously an
nounced. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from Dalaware [Mr. BOGGS], the Senator 
from New Jersey [Mr. CASE], the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. PEARSON], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], 
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
SIMPSON] would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 37, 
nays 29, as follows: 

[No. 41 Leg.] 
YEAS--37 

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 

Holland Monroney 
Inouye Montoya 
Jackson Muskie 

Bayh Jordan, N.C. Neuberger 
Bible 
Brewster 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Church 
Clark 
Fulbright 
Harris 
Hayden 

Kennedy, Mass. Pell 
Kennedy, N .Y. Proxmire 
McCarthy Ribicofi' 
McClellan Smathers 
McGee Stennis 
M'::Govern Talmadge 
McNamara. Young, Ohio 

Aiken 
Allott 
Cari son 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Ellender 

Metcalf 
Mondale 

NAYS-29 
Fong 
Hickenlooper 
Hruska 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Miller 
Morse 
Morton 
Mundt 

Murphy 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Scott 
Smith 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Williams, Del. 
Young, N. Dak. 

NOT VOTING-34 
Bennett Hartke 
Boggs Hlll 
Burdick Javits 
Byrd, Va. Johnston 
Case Long, Mo. 
Dodd Long, La. 
Eastland Magnuson 
Ervin Mansfield 
Fanndn Mcintyre 
Gore Moss 
Gruening Nelson 
Hart Pastore 

Pearson 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Simpson 
Sparkman 
Symington 
Tydings 
Williams. N.J. 
Yarborough 

So Mr. SMATHERS' motion to table the 
amendment of Mr. TowER was agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. If there be 
no further amendment to be proposed, 

the question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (S. 693) was passed, as fol
lows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
1 of the Foreign Agents Registration Act of 
1938, as amended, is amended as follows: 

(1) Subsection (b) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(b) The term 'foreign principal' in
cludes-

"(l) a government of a foreign country 
and a foreign political party; 

"(2) a person outside of the United States, 
unless it is established that such person is 
an individual and a citizen of and domiciled 
within the United States, or that such per
son is not an individual and is organized 
under or created by the laws of the United 
States or of any State or other place subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States and 
has it principal place· of business within the 
United States; and 

"(3) a partnership, association, corpora
tion, organization, or other combination of 
persons organized under the laws of or hav
ing its principal place of business in a 
foreign country." 

( 2) Subsection { c) is amended to read 
as follows: 

" { c) Except as provided in subsection { d) 
hereof, the term 'agent of a foreign principal' 
means-

" { 1) any person who acts as an agent, 
representative, employee, or servant, or any 
person who a.ots in any other capacity at the 
order, request, or under the direction or con
trol, of a foreign principal or of a person 
any of whose activities are directly or in
directly supervised, directed, controlled, 
financed, or subsidized in whole or in major 
part by a foreign principal, and who di
rectly or through any other person-

" (i) engages Within the United States in 
political activities for or in the interests of 
such foreign principal; 

"{11) acts within the United States as a 
public relations counsel, publicity agent, in
formation-service employee or political con
sultant for or in the interests of such foreign 
principal; 

"(iii} within the United States solicits, 
collects, disburses, or dispenses contribu
tions, loans, money, or other things of value 
for or in the interest of suoh foreign princi
pal; or 

"(iv) Within the United States represents 
the interests of such foreign principal before 
any agency or official of the Government of 
the United States; and 

"(2) any person who agrees, consents, as
sumes or purports to act as, or who is 
or holds himself out to be, whether or not 
pursuant to contractual relationship, an 
agent of a foreign principal as defined in 
clause (1) of this subsection." 

(3) Subsection (d) is amended by strik
ing out "clause (1), (2), or (4) of". 

(4) Subsection (g} is amended by insert
ing before the words "matter pertaining to" 
the words "public relations" and before the 
semicolon at the end thereof the words "of 
such principal". 

( 5) Such section is further amended by 
substituting a semicolon for the period at 
the end of subsection (n) and adding the 
following new subsections: 

"(o) The term 'political activities' means 
the dissemination of political propaganda 
and any other activity which the person en
gaging therein believes will, or which he in-

tends to, prevail upon, indoctrinate, convert, 
induce, persuade, or in any other way in
fluence any agency or offtcial of the Govern
ment of the United States or any section of 
the public Within the United States with 
reference to formulating, adopting, or chang
ing the domestic or foreign policies of the 
United States or with reference to the polit
ical or public interests, policies, or relations 
of a government of a foreign country or a 
foreign political party; 

"(p} The term 'political consultant' means 
any person who engages in informing or ad
vising any other person with reference to 
the domestic or foreign policies of the United 
States or the political or public interests, pol
icies, or relations of a foreign country or of 
a foreign political party." 

SEc. 2. Section 2 of such Act is amended 
as follows: 

( 1) Subsection (a) is amended by strik
ing out the second, third, aLd fourth sen
tences and inserting in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: "Except as hereinafter provided, 
every person who becomes an agent of a for
eign principal shall, within ten days there
after, file With the Attorney General, in du
plicate, a registration statement, under oath 
on a form prescribed by the Attorney Gen
eral. The obligation of an £.gent of a for
eign principal to file a registration statement 
shall, after the tenth day of his becoming 
such agent, continue from day to day, and 
termination of such status shall not relieve 
such agent from his obligation to file a regis
tration statement for the period during 
which he was an agent of a foreign prin
cipal." 

(2) Subsection (a) (3) is amended by 
striking out the comma following the word 
"each" where it first appears, and the fol
lowing: "unless, and to the extent, this re
quirement is waived in writing by the Attor
ney General"; and by inserting before the 
semicolo:i at the end of the subsection a 
comma and the following: "or by any other 
foreign principal". 

(3) Subsection (a) (4) is amended by in
serting before the semicolon at the end 
thereof a comma and the following: "in
cluding a detailed statement of any such ac
tivity which is a political activity". 

(4) Subsection (a) (6) is amended by in
serting before the semicolon at the end 
thereof a comma and the following: "includ
ing a detailed statement of any such activity 
which is a political activity". 

(5) Subsection (a) (7) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(7) The name, business, and residence ad
dresses, and if an individual, the nationality, 
of any person other than a foreign principal 
for whom the registrant is acting, assuming 
or purporting to act or has agreed to act 
under such circumstances as require his reg
istration hereunder; the extent to which 
each such person is supervised, directed, 
owned, controlled, financed, or subsidized, 
in whole or in part, by any government of 
a foreign country or foreign political party 
or by any other foreign principal; and the 
nature and amount of contributions, in
come, money, or thing of value, if any, that 
the registrant has received during the pre
ceding sixty days from each such person in 
connection with any of the activities re
ferred to in clause (6) of this subsection, 
either as compensation or for disbursement 
or otherwise, and the form and time of each 
such payment and from whom received;". 

(6) Subsection (a) (8) is amended to read 
as follows: 

"(8) A detailed statement of the money 
and other things of value spent or disposed 
of by the registrant during the preceding 
sixty days in furtherance of or in connection 
with activities which require his registration 
hereunder and which have been undertaken 
by him either as an agent of a foreign prin
cipal or for himself or any other person or in 
connection with any activities relating to hls 
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becoming an agent of such principal, and a 
detailed statement of any contributions of 
money or other things of value made by 
him during the preceding sixty days (other 
than contributions the making of which is 
prohibited under the terms of section 613 
of title 18, United States Code) in connec
tion with an election to any political office or 
in connection with any primary election, 
convention, or caucus held to select candi
dates for any political office;". 

(7) Such section is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof a new subsection 
a.s follows: 

"(f) The Attorney General may, by regu
lation, provide for the exemption-

" ( l) from registration, or from the re
quirement of furnishing any of the informa
tion required by this section, of any person 
who is listed as a partner, officer, director, 
or employee in the registration statement 
filed by an agent of a foreign principal un
der this Act, and 

"(2) from the requirement of furnishing 
any of the information required by this sec
tion of any agent of a foreign principal, 
where by reason of t)le nature of the func
tions or activities of such person the Attor
ney General, having due regard for the 
national security and the public interest, de
termines that such registration, or the fur
nishing of such information, as the ca.se 
may be, is not necessary to carry out the 
purposes of this Act." 

SEc. 3. (a) Section 3(d) of such Act is 
amended to read as follows: 

" ( d) Any person engaging or agreeing to 
engage only ( 1) in private and nonpolitical 
activities in furtherance of the bona fide 
trade or commerce of such foreign princi
pal; or (2) in other activities not serving 
predominantly a foreign interest; or (3) in 
the soliciting or collecting of funds and con
tributions within the United States to be 
used only for medical aid and assistance, or 
for food and clothing to relieve human suf
fering if such solicitation or collection of 
funds and contributions is in accordance 
with and subject to the provisions of the 
Act of November 4, 1939, as amended (54 
Stat. 4), and such rules and regulations as 
may be prescribed thereunder;". 

( b) Section 3 of such Act is further 
amended by substituting. a semicolon for the 
period at the end of subsection (f) and add
ing a new subsection as follows: 

(g) Any attorney whose activities are con
fined to openly representing, as an attorney 
of record, the interests of a disclosed foreign 
principal before any court or administrative 
agency of the United States, or ·Of any State 
or political subdivision thereof." ' 

SEC. 4. Section 4 of such Act is amended as 
follows: 

( 1) Subsection -(a) is amended by insert
ing after the words "political propaganda" 
the words "for or in the interests of such 
foreign principal"; and by striking .out the 
words "sent to the Librarian of Congress two 
copies thereof and file with the Attorney 
General one copy thereof" and inserting in 
lieu thereof the words "file with the Attorney 
General two copies thereof". 

(2) Subsection (b) is amended by insert
ing after the words "political propaganda" 
where they first appear the words "for or in 
the interests of such foreign principal"; by 
inserting after the words "setting forth" the 
words "the relationship or connection be
tween the person transmitting the political 
propaganda or causing it to be transmitted 
and such propaganda;"; and by striking out 
the words "each of his foreign principals" 
and inserting in lieu thereof "such foreign 
principal". 

(3) Subsection (c) is amended by striking 
out the words "sent to the Librarian of Con
gress" and inserting in lieu thereof the words 
"filed with the Attorney General". 

( 4) Suell section is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsections: 

" ( e) It shall be unlawful for any person 
within . the United States who is an agent 
of a foreign principal required to register 
under the provisions of this Act to transmit, 
convey, or otherwise furnish to any agency 
or official of the Government (including a 
Member or committee of either House of 
Congress) for or in the interests of such for
eign principal any political propaganda or 
to request from any such agency or official 
for or in the interests of such foreign princi
pal any information or advice with respect 
to any matter pertaining to the political or 
public interests, policies or relations of a 
foreign country or of a political party or 
pertaining to the foreign or domestic policies 
of the United States unless the propaganda 
or the request is prefaced or accompanied 
by a true and accurate statement to the 
effect that such person is registered as an 
agent of such foreign principal under this 
Act. 

"(f) Whenever any agent of a foreign 
principal required to register under this Act 
appears before any committee of Congress 
to testify for or in the interests of such for
eign principal, he shall, at the time of such 
appearance, furnish the committee with a 
copy of h:is most recent registration state
ment filed with the Department of Justice 
as an agent of such foreign principal for in
clusion in the records of the committee as 
part of his testimony." 

SEC. 5. Section 5 of such Act is amended 
by inserting after "the provisions of this 
Act," where they first appear the words "in 
accordance with such business and account
ing practices,". 

SEC. 6. Section 6 of such Act is amended 
by inserting the letter " (a) " after the sec
tion number and by adding at the end 
thereof the following new subsections: 

"(b) The Attorney General shall, promptly 
upon receipt, transmit one copy of every 
registration statement filed hereunder and 
one copy of every amendment or supplement 
thereto, and one copy of every item of po
litical propaganda filed hereunder, to the 
Secretary of State for such comment and 
use as the Secretary of State may determine 
to be appropriate from the point of view of 
the foreign relations of the United States. 
Failure of the Attorney General so to trans
mit such copy shall not be a bar to prosecu
tion under this Act. 

"(c) The Attorney General is authorized 
to furnish to departments and agencies in 
the executive branch and committees of the 
Congress such information obtained by him 
in the administration of this Act, including 
the names of registrants under this Act, 
copies of registration statements, or parts 
thereof, copies of political propaganda, or 
other documents or information filed under 
this Act, as may be. appropriate in the light 
of the purposes of this Act." 

SEc. 7. Section 8 of such Act is amended 
as follows: 

( 1) Subsection (a) is amended by adding 
before the period at the end of paragraph 
(2) a comma and the following: "except 
that in the case of a violation of subsection 
(b), (e), or (f) of section 4 or of subsection 
(g) or (h) of this section the punishment 
shall be a fine of not more than $5,000 or 
imprisonment for not more than six months, 
or both". 

( 2) Such section is further amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
subsections: 

"(f) Whenever in the judgment of the 
Attorney General any person is engaged in 
or about to engage in any acts which con
stitute or will constitute a violation of any 
provision of this Act, or regulations issued 
thereunder, or whenever any agent of a 
foreign principal falls to comply with any 

of the provisions of this Act or the regula
·tions issued thereunder, or otherwise is in 
violation of the Act,, the Attorney General 
may make application to the appropriate 
United States district court for an order 
enjoining such acts or enjoining such person 
from continuing to act as an agent of such 
foreign principal, or for an order requiring 
compliance with any appropriate provision 
of the Act or regulation thereunder. The 
district court shall have jurisdiction and 
authority to issue a temporary or perma
nent injunction, restraining order or such 
other order which it may deem proper. ·The 
proceedings shall be made a preferred cause 
and shall be expedited in every way. 

"(g) If the Attorney General determines 
that a registration statement does not com
ply with the requirements of this Act or the 
regulations issued thereunder, he shall so 
notify the registrant in writing, specifying 
in what respects the statement is deficient. 
It shall be unlawful for any person to act 
as an agent of a foreign principal at any 
time ten days or more after receipt of such 
notification without filing an amended reg
istration statement in full compliance with 
the requirements of this Act and the regula
tions issued thereunder. 

"(h) It shall be unlawful for any agent 
of a foreign principal required to register 
under this Act to be a party to any con
tract, agreement, or understanding, either 
express or implied, with such foreign prin
cipal pursuant to which the amount or 
payment of the compensation, fee, or other 
remuneration of such agent is contingent 
in whole or in part upon the success of 
any political activities carried on by such 
agent." 

SEC. 8. (a) Chapter 29 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the 
end thereof a new section as follows: 
"§ 613. Contributions by agents of foreign 

principals 
"Whoever, being an agent of a foreign prin

cipal, directly or through any other person, 
either for or on behalf of such foreign 
principal or otherwise in his capacity as 
agent of such foreign principal, knowingly 
makes any contribution of money or other 
thing of value, or promises expressly or im
pliedly to make such contribution, in con
nection with an election to any political 
office or in connection with any primary elec
tion, convention, or caucus held to select 
candidates for any political office; or 

"Whoever knowingly solicits, accepts, or 
receives any such contribution from any such 
agent of a foreign principal or from such 
foreign principal-

"Shall be fined not more than $5,000 or 
imprisoned not more than five years or both. 

·"As used in this section-
" ( 1) The term 'foreign principal' has the 

same meaning as when used in the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act of 1938, as amended, 
except that such term does not include any 
person who is a citizen of the United States. 

"(2) The term 'agent of a foreign prin
cipal' means any person who acts as an agent, 
representative, employee, or servant, or any 
person who acts in any other capacity at the 
order, request, or under the direction or con
trol, of a foreign principal or of a person any 
substantial portion of whose activities are di
rectly or indirectly supervised, directed, or 
controlled by a foreign principal." 

(b) Chapter 11 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end there
of a new section as follows: 
"§ 219. Officers and employees acting as 

agents of foreign principals 
"Whoever, being an officer or employee of 

the United States in the executive, legisla
tive, or judicial branch of the Government 
or in any agency of the United States, includ
ing the District of Columbia, is or acts as an 
agent of a foreign principal requii:ed to 
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register under the Foreign Agents Registra
tion Act of 1938, as amended, shall be fined 
not more than $10,000 or imprisoned for not 
more than two years, or both. 

"Nothing in this section shall apply to the 
employment of any agent of a foreign prin
cipal as a special Government employee in 
any case in which the head of the employ
ing agency certifies that such employment is 
required in the national interest. A copy of 
any certification under this paragraph shall 
be forwarded by the head of such agency to 
the Attorney General who shall cause the 
same to be filed with the registration state
ment and other documents filed by such 
agent, and made available for public inspec
tion 1n accordance with section 6 of the For
eign Agents Registration Act of 1938, as 
amended." 

( c) ( 1) The sectional analysis at the be
ginning of chapter 29 of title 18, United 
States Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new item: 
"613. Contributions by agents of foreign 

principals." 
(2) The sectional analysis at the begin

ning of chapter 11 of title 18, United States 
Code, is amended by adding at the end 
thereof the following new item: 
"219. Officers and employees acting as agents 

of foreign principals." 
SEC. 9. This Act shall take effect ninety 

days after the date of its enactment. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate reconsider the 
vote by which the bill was passed. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

FOOD AND AGRICULTURE ACT OF 
1965 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting 
a draft of propcsed legislation to main
tain farm income, to stabilize prices and 
assure adequate supplies of agricultural 
commodities, to reduce surpluses, lower 
Government costs and promote foreign 
trade, to afford greater economic op
portunity in rural areas, and for other 
purposes, which, with the accompanying 
papers, was referred to the Committee 
on Agriculture and Forestry. 

ACREAGE-POUNDAGE MARKETING 
QUOTAS FOR TOBACCO 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of H.R. 5721, Calendar No. 135, 
the tobacco acreage-poundage bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
5721) to amend the Agricultural Adjust
ment Act of 1938, as amended, to provide 
for acreage-poundage marketing quotas 
for tobacco, to amend the tobacco price 
support provisions of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949, as amended, and for other 
purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen
ator from Florida. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry with 
amendments on page 2, line 8, after the 

word "of", to strike out "excessive sup
plies in order to achieve the policy of the 
Act" and insert "supplies to the reserve 
supply level. Any such downward ad
justment shall not exceed 10 per centum 
of such estimated utilization and ex
ports"; on page 3, line 10, after the word 
"reserve.", to insert "In determining farm 
acreage allotments for Flue-cured tobac
co for 1965, the 1965 farm allotment de
termined under section 313 shall be ad
justed in lieu of the acreage allotment 
for the immediately preceding year."; on 
page 4, line 2, after the word "in", to 
strike out "like manner, except that the 
five most recent crop years for which 
data are available shall be used instead 
of the period 1959 to 1963" and insert 
"the same manner"; in line 11, after the 
word "be", to strike out "the sum of 75 
per centum of the average of the three 
highest years and 25 per centum of the 
national average yield goal but not less 
than"; on page 5, line 9, after "(6)", to 
strike out "except that in lieu of the five 
consecutive crop years beginning with 
1959 the five most recent crop years for 
which data are available for the kind of 
tobacco shall be used"; on page 8, line 25, 
after the word "within", to strike out 
"thirty" and insert "forty-five"; on page 
9, line 19, after the word "period.", to 
insert "If marketing quotas on an acre
age-poundage basis are not approved by 
more than 66% per centum of the farm
ers voting in such referendum, the mar
keting quotas on an acreage basis shall 
continue in effect as theretofore pro
claimed under section 312(a) ."; on page 
11, line 2, after the word "under", to 
strike out "subsections (b) or <c) or a 
referendum on acreage poundage quotas 
under this subsection" and insert "sub
section (b) or a referendum on acreage
poundage quotas under this subsection, 
and at least 15 days prior to the holding 
of any special referendum under subsec
tion (c) ." "; on page 12, at the beginning 
of line 18, to insert "and shall not ex
ceed the community average yield"; on 
page 13, line 15, after the word "may", 
to insert "(except in the case of Burley 
tobacco, or other kinds of tobacco not 
subject to section 316) "; in line 23, after 
the word "transferred.", to insert "Trans
fers of acreage allotments for 1965 under 
section 316 on the basis of leases executed 
prior to the effective date of a program 
for the 1965 crop of Flue-cured tobacco 
under this section may be approved or 
ratified by the county committee for the 
purposes of this section, but the amount 
of allotment transferred shall be in
creased or decreased in the same propor
tion that the allotment of the farm from 
which it is transferred is increased or 
decreased under this section."; on page 
14, line 12, after the word "per centum", 
to insert " ( 120 per centum in the case 
of Burley tobacco)"; on page 16, line 2, 
after the word "be", to strike out "appli
cable,'' " and insert "applicable."; after 
line 2, to insert: 

(h) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, for any year subsequent to 
the first year for which marketing quotas are 
made effective under this section for Burley 
tobacco--

( 1) the farm acreage allotment for Burley 
tobacco under this section shall not be less 
than the smallest of (A) the acreage allot-

ment established for the farm for such first 
year, (B) the acreage allotment established 
for such first year for a farm which had an 
acreage allotment of five-tenths of an acre for 
the year preceding such first year, or ( C) 10 
per centum of the cropland; and 

(2) the farm marketing quota for Burley 
tobacco under this section shall not be less 
than the minimum allotment provided by 
clause (1) multiplied by the farm yield 
established for such first year for such fa.rm. 
Farm acreage allotments and marketing 
quotas to which the provisions of ( 1) and 
(2) are applicable shall be subject to ad
justment for overmarketing or undermar
keting or reductions required by subsection 
(f). The additional acreage and quotas re
quired under this s-ubsection shall be in addi
tion to the national acreage allotment and 
national marketing quota. 

(i) If an acreage-poundage program for 
Flue-cured tobacco is approved by growers 
voting in the special referendum under sub
section (b) , the Secretary shall not later 
than January 1, 1966-

(1) Consult with representatives of all seg
ments of the tobacco industry, including 
growers, State farm organizations, and co
operative associations, in meetings held for 
each kind of tobacco, to receive their recom
mendations and to determine the need for 
a similar or modified program for that kind 
of tobacco. 

(2) Conduct a study and report to the 
House Committee on Agriculture and the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry on experience with and operation of 
the program, and make recommendations for 
any modifications needed to improve the 
program, including alternatives adapted to 
the different needs of other kinds of tobacco. 

And, on page 18, at the beginning of 
line 4, to insert "(120 per centum in the 
case of Btirley tobacco)". 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, the tobacco program has often 
been referred to as the most successful 
farm program we have. For many years 
the present acreage allotment program 
for tobacco worked reasonably well 1n 
maintaining supplies in line with de
mand. Prices received by tobacco grow
ers have been favorable. Costs to the 
Government for price supports on tobac
co have been held to a minimum. In 
fact, for many years, price supports on 
tobacco operated with no costs at all to 
the Government. For a number of years, 
the steadily increasing demand for to
bacco used in the manufacture of ciga
rettes tended to off set increased per acre 
yields. Also, prices trended upward, en
abling the producer associations operat
ing the support program to dispose of 
their holdings at prices which would en
able them to repay their loans from 
CCC. 

As a matter of fact, since 1933 the 
price suppcrt program costs to the Gov
ernment amount to only $39 million. On 
the other hand, since 1950 alone the 
taxes collected by Federal, State, and 
local governments amount to over $39 
billion. 

In recent years, however, excessive 
supplies of tobacco have accumulated be
cause of accelerated increases in per acre 
yields on some kinds of tobacco, espe
cially for Flue-cured and burley-which 
account for about nine-tenths of our to
tal tobacco production. During the S. 
years, 1954-58, Flue-cured tobacco yields 
average 1,509 pounds per acre. In 1964, 
Flue-cured yields are estimated to have 
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averaged 2,203 pounds per acre, an in
crease of 46 percent. Similarly, the 1964 
crop of Flue-cured tobacco was 5 per
cent larger than the 1954 crop, notwith
standing the fact that the acreage grown 
in 1964 was 40 percent less than the 1954 
acreage. 

The burley story is quite similar. Bur
ley yields averaged 1,579 pounds per acre 
in 1954-58, but increased to an all-time 
high of 2,231 pounds per acre in 1963. 
Unfavorable weather conditions pre
vailed in parts of the burley-producing 
area in 1964 but yields still averaged 
over 2,000 pounds per acre-second only 
to the 1963 record. 

It is clear that we have by no means 
reached the limit in yields per acre. Re
search conducted by both the Depart
ment and by the land-grant colleges 
clearly shows that further increases in 
per-acre yields are readily obtainable. 
The records of individual farm market
ings which are maintained in the county 
ASCS offices disclose numerous instances 
of yields as high as 3,500 pounds per acre, 
with some running even higher. 

With increased yields per acre, the 
quality of U.S. grown tobacco has de
teriorated and we have lost more of the 
export market for our tobacco. All to
bacco offered for sale on auction markets 
1s graded by trained Federal graders. 
During the 5 years, 1946-50, 31.1 percent 
of Flue-cured tobacco marketed in the 
United States was placed in first, second, 
and third qualities by USDA inspectors. 
During the 5 years, 19'56-60, only 14.4 
percent was placed in the first three 
qualities. For the 1962 crop, only 10.3 
percent, or about one-third as much as 
in 1946-50, was graded into the first, 
second, and third qualities. Since Gov
ernment grade standards for Flue-cured 
tobacco were substantially revised in 
1963, comparable data for the 1963 and 
1964 crops are not available. 

Tobacco grown in the United States 
over the years has been noted for its su
perior quality. It has been the hallmark 
of quality in world tobacco trade. His
torically, there has been a strong con
sumer preference for tobacco products 
made from U.S. leaf. High-quality ciga
rettes in most countries of the world have 
been made solely from U.S. leaf or blends 
of U.S. leaf with domestic or other im
ported leaf. 

The United States has the soil, clmiate, 
research program, and know-how to pro
duce tobacco far superior in quality to 
that produced in any other area of the 
world. U.S. leaf has excelled in nearly 
all phases of smoking and manufacturing 
qualities, including flavor and aroma. 

Flue-cured tobacco has become of in
creasing importance in world tobacco 
trade since the end of World War II, and 
now accounts for around 50 percent of 
all free world tobacco exports of leaf to
bacco. In spite of increased demand for 
Flue-cured from world markets, the U.S. 
export level has remained relatively con
stant at about 450 million pounds annu
ally. During this period, our competi
tors have been moving larger and larger 
quantities into world trade. 

In 1950-54, an average of about 670 
million pounds of Flue-cured tobacco 
moved from free-world countries. Of 

this total, the U.S. share was about 66 
percent. During 1955-59, when an aver
age of nearly 780 million pounds were 
being exported by free-world countries, 
the U.S. share was 60 percent--a drop of 
6 percent in that short peri'od of time. 

For 1960-64, the U.S. share was only a 
little over 50 percent, and based on pre
liminary data, the U.S. share in 1964 was 
only 45 percent. 

Recognizing that unless some remedial 
action were taken, the National Tobacco 
Industry Advisory Committee, which, 
incidentally, is a 44-member group, rep
resenting all types of tobacco and all 
segments of the industry, formed specif
ically to advise the Secretary of Agri
culture on tobacco matters, at its meet
ing during the period November 18 and 
19, 1964, set up a task force to study the 
problem. Members of the task force 
were chosen from the Advisory Commit
tee, land-grant colleges, and the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture. 

A report was prepared and on January 
15, 1965, the National Advisory Commit
tee met to consider it. 

The report of the task force dealt 
primarily with a proposal to stabilize 
production of tobacco by means of an 
acreage-pounda.ge program. An acre
age-poundage program would continue 
acreage allotments, and in addition ap
portion poundage quotas among growers. 
This would provide more effective adjust
ment of supplies in line with demand, and 
would provide greater incentive for qual
ity improvement--an essential prerequi
site if exports are to be expanded. The 
Advisory Committee thoroughly dis
cussed the principal features of the pro
posed acreage-poundage program and 
unanimously recommended that the De
partment of Agriculture adopt this ap
proach to the problem of stabilizing to
bacco production. It was recognized that 
legislative authority was necessary be
fore further steps could be taken. 

The President, in part of his agricul
tural message to Congress on February 4, 
1965, stated: 

The tobacco program must also be reap
praised this year. Yield increases, higher 
Government costs, deterioration in quality, 
and loss of foreign markets have weakened 
what has been a highly successful program. 

Legislation is needed to authorize produc
tion and marketing limits on an acreage
poundage basis. Consideration should also 
be given to revisions in our programs which 
wm make American tobacco more competi
tive in world markets. 

Mr. President, I refer to the President's 
message to Congress on agriculture. 
Legislation authorizing the establish
ment of an acreage-poundage program 
for tobacco was introduced in both the 
Senate and House of Representatives. 
Hearings on this legislation have been 
held in Washington, and also in the Flue
cured tobacco producing areas-Flue
cured tobacco is the only kind of tobacco 
that would be affected in the 1965 crop 
year if the proposed legislation becomes 
law. The Under Secretary of Agricul
ture testified in favor of the proposed 
legislation authorizing an acreage
poundage program for tobacco at hear
ings held by the Senate and the House 
Agriculture Committee on February 9 
and 11, respectively. 

On March 23, 1965, H.R. 5721, a bill to 
provide for acreage-poundage marketing 
quotas for tobacco, and for other pur
poses, was passed by the House of Rep
resentatives and the bill in an amended 
form is now before the Senate. 

The computation of acreage-poundage 
quotas is as follows: 

Whenever acreage-poundage quotas 
are proclaimed, the Secretary would an
nounce a national marketing quota equal 
to the amount to be utilized in the United 
States and exported during the market
ing year, adjusted up or down as needed 
to maintain an adequate supply or to 
reduce supplies to the reserve supply 
level. The downward adjustment could 
not exceed 10 percent of such utilization 
and exports. The national quota would 
be apportioned in the following manner: 

First. The national quota would be 
converted to a national acreage allot
ment on the basis of a "national aver
age yield goal"-a yield which on a na
tional average basis will improve or in
sure the usability of the tobacco and in
crease the net return per pound. 

That means that the tobacco they 
would grow would be of better quality 
and bring a better price in the market. 

Second. Farm acreage allotments 
would be established by adjusting the 
farm acreage allotments for the preced
ing year uniformly so that the total of the 
new allotments equals the new national 
acreage allotment--less a reserve of not 
to exceed 1 percent, which would be used 
to provide allotments for new farms and 
to correct errors and inequities. 

Mr. President, in working with any of 
these formulas, there is always some er
ror made in computation of inequities. 
Some new farms come into existence. 
The 1 percent was included here to take 
care of that problem. 

I should also like to add at this par
ticular point that a situation has been 
called to my attention by one or two 
farmers and there are probably several 
others-who this year bought new farms 
that they had never farmed before. 
However, the farms had tobacco allot
ments on them. Sometimes the farm
er who had owned the farm was not a 
very good farmer, or for some reason or 
other, did not fertilize properly or do a 
great many of the things that should 
have been done to insure an average 
yield that would be in line with the yield 
of his neighbors for the same quality of 
land. 

I envision that this 1 percent could be 
used in terms of raising the allotment 
already made for the acreage, or per
haps a little extra acreage may be 
granted so that the production of the 
land would be in accordance with the 
average yield. 

I hope the 1 percent will be used to 
work out the problem. There would be 
an inequity in the case of a farmer who 
had acquired a piece of land which he 
had not farmed himself, but which land 
did have an allotment on it. 

Third. Actual adjusted yield figures 
would be determined for each farm and 
adjusted proportionately so that the final 
adjusted yield figures for old farms mul
tiplied by their acreage allotments would 
equal the national marketing quota. ·. 
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These yield figures are prepared as fol
lows: 

·First. A "preliminary farm yield" is 
determined. This is the average yield 
for the farm for the 3 h ighest years of the 
5 years 1959-63-which is fair for the 
farmer-but not more than 120 percent 
of the community average yield or less 
than 80 percent of the community aver
age yield. 

Mr. President, that is an important 
phase of this particular piece of legisla
tion. A farmer who did a good, h igh
grade, e:tficient job of farming could pro
duce up to 120 percent of the yield aver
age without being penalized. He could 
sell the crop, and an adjustment would 
be made in the following years. He 
would not be penalized in any way in the 
first year under this provision. If a 
farmer in that area were to produce less 
than 80 percent of his average yield, his 
allotment could be raised so that it could 
be equitable to that of like farms in the 
surrounding territory. 

The bill was originally proposed on a 
county basis. We realized after hear
ings that a county basis was not entirely 
fair. We found some counties that had 
very :fine soil in one end of the county 
and at the other end of the county they 
would possibly not have as good soil. 
There would be a vast difference in the 
poundage ratio in the acreage from one 
end of the county to the other. 

Some counties are from 30 to 40 miles 
long. There could be a vast difference 
in the amount of rainfall. It was deter
mined that this bill should be based on 
a smaller area, which would certainly 
be more fair to all the farmers in that 
area. 

The community average yield is an 
average of the community yields for the 
3 highest years of the 5 years 1959-63, 
but if the yield for any of the 3 highest 
years is less than 80 percent of the 3-
year average, that year or years is elimi
nated from the computation of the aver
age. 

The reason that provision was placed 
in the bill is that there have been a great 
many cases in which an area was de
clared to be a disaster area. This has 
occurred in the case of any crop pro
duced, regardless of whether it is to
bacco or some other crop. Sometimes 
there is a severe drought, a hurricane 
that destroys the crop, or there is ex
ceptionally wet weather. Many things 
could happen. This provision would al
low the farmers to figure their yield on 
a 3-year average. This would be equita
ble and fair to the producer, which is 
what the bill is designed to do all the 
way through. 

Special provisions are made for coun
ties with less than 500 acres of tobacco 
and farms with inadequate history. A 
county that has less than 500 acres of 
tobacco would be treated separately. 
That would be a very small acreage for 
that territory. 

Second. The preliminary farm yield 
for each farm is multiplied by its allot
ment, and the products thus obtained 
for all old farms are totaled and divided 
by the national acreage allotment to ob
tain a weighted national average yield. 

Third. The national average yield goal 
is divided by the weighted national aver-

age yield to obtain a national yield 
factor. 

Fourth. The preliminary farm yield is 
multiplied by the national yield factor to 
determine the farm yield. 

Finally, the farm yield thus obtained 
is multiplied by the acreage allotment to 
determine the farm marketing quota. If 
marketing quotas on an acreage-pound
age basis were in effect for the preceding 
crop and the full quota for the preceding 
crop was not marketed, the current quota 
would be increased by the amount of the 
preceding quota which was not marketed, 
such increase not to exceed 100 percent. 

I wish to elaborate on the particular 
phase of the problem to which I have 
just referred. As I said a while ago, 
there are cases-not numerous, I am glad 
to say, but there are cases-in which a 
disaster hits a particular farm. Perhaps 
the farmer's total crop is destroyed. That 
has happened. If that were the case, he 
could pick up all of that loss of yield and 
market it the next year without any 
penalties. In other words, if he suffered 
a penalty through an act of nature or 
something over which he had no control 
whatsoever, he would be protected. If he 
lost half of his crop, he could market 50 
percent of it the next year, but in no case 
over 100 percent. He could not market 
250 percent if he lost 100 percent. 

If the preceding quota was exceeded, 
the current quota would be reduced by 
the amount of the excess, and if such ex
cess exceeded the current quota, the 
balance of such excess would be deducted 
from the quota for the succeeding mar
keting year or years. In the case of 
Maryland tobacco and any other kind of 
tobacco for which the Secretary deter
mines it impractical to make the adjust
ments for overmarketing and under
marketing in the year following such 
overmarketing or undermarketing, the 
adjustments would be made in the sec
ond succeeding year. 

Under the existing law the entire pro
duction of the acreage allotment can be 
marketed without penalty. Under the 
bill the farm quota will be something less 
than what can be produced on the acre
age allotment. Since the farmer will 
not be able to produce the exact amount 
of the farm quota and no more, the bill 
permits him to market 110 percent of his 
quota-120 percent in the case of bur
ley-without penalty or loss of price sup
port. The excess will, however, be de
ducted from his farm quota for the fol
lowing year. 

It has been said, and it will be argued 
here this afternoon, that the referendum 
is coming very close to the planting sea
son. That is quite true. It is said that 
some of the farmers may produce the 
exact quantity allotted to them, or per
haps 105 percent or 110 percent. If a 
farmer does, he will be able to market it 
without penalty, but that amount will 
be deducted from next year's market
ing. It will be 120 percent on burley, be
cause there will be no vote on burley un
til next year, to determine whether it 
is needed. It will be up to the Secretary 
to determine whether it is needed. 

Mr. President, we have reached the 
point where remedial action must be 
taken in the tobacco production pro
gram. If action-and effective action-

is not taken, then we are going to see 
the complete destruction of the program. 

What has happened in the past 4 years 
is a dramatic illustration of how tobacco 
surplus stocks have already increased to 
proportions all out of reason. On Janu
uary 1, 1962, the Flue-cured Tobacco 
Stabilization Corporation held 449 mil
lion pounds of tobacco. 

I hope my colleagues will listen to this 
particular figure, because it is very re
vealing. I repeat: On January 1, 1962, 
the Flue-cured Tobacco Stabilization 
Corp. held 449 million pounds of tobacco. 

In 1963, the figure jumped to 583 mil
lion pounds. In 1964, it increased to 699 
million pounds, and on January 1 of this 
year, the figure had soared to 970 million 
pounds. 

That is only a little short of 1 billion 
pounds of tobacco in excess of what we 
need. 

In the short period of just 4 years, 
surplus stocks more than doubled. All 
of this is true in spite of the fact we have 
taken acreage reductions in the mean
time. 

We cannot allow this trend to con
tinue if we expect to provide farmers 
with price supports for tobacco. 

Mr. President, if price supports are 
taken away from tobacco, it will destroy 
the tobacco farmer and the economies of 
the regions where tobacco is grown. 

Unless we establish an effective system 
of production controls, we can expect 
surplus stocks to increase in the future. 

The bill we are now considering, H.R. 
5721, will bring aoout effective controls 
and allow us to begin working off the 
surplus stocks in an orderly fashion. 

The pending bill is designed to hold 
our production in line with what we con
sume at home and sell abroad, and, in 
addition, to try to work the 1-billion
pound surplus down, on the basis of 
about a 10-year program. That is ap
proximately the aim of the pending bill. 
It is designed not to wreck the economies 
of the tobacco-growing areas of this 
country. It would not result in dump
ing a tremendous amount of tobacco on 
the market and thus destroy the price. 
Yet, at the same time, it is designed to 
reduce the surplus year by year. 

Mr. President, the President of the 
United States, the Secretary of Agricul
ture, the National Advisory Committee, 
the House of Representatives, and the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and· 
Forestry all feel that the proposed bill 
will meet the challenge which now faces 
the entire tobacco industry. It is our 
hope and belief that the proposed pro
gram will work, and work well, to the 
benefit of tobacco producers. Their 
markets, both domestic and foreign, will 
be preserved-and more importantly, the 
price support benefits of the program will 
continue. 

Following my remarks, Mr. President, 
I would like to insert in the RECORD the 
amendments adopted by the Senate com
mittee and a section-by-section analysis 
of the bill. 

Before doing so, however, I call atten
tion to one amendment adopted by the 
committee. In all, we adopted 14 
amendments to the House bill, most of 
which are technical iri nature and deal 
largely with procedural problems. 
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The amendment to which I would like 
to call attention deals with the manner 
in which each individual farm allotment 
would be computed. Under the bill as 
approved by the House, individual farm 
quotas could exceed the average town
ship or community yield by more than 
120 percent. Under the formula in the 
House version, very little cutback in pro
duction would be required of those farm
ers who have engaged in excessively 
heavy production. 

The Senate committee amendment 
would put an upward ceiling on all pro
ducers, and would limit their poundage 
quotas, based on past production, to 120 
percent of the township or community 
yield. In other words, Mr. President, 
all farmers would be treated exactly alike 
on the formula, in excess of the quota 
or average yield which they have had 
in the past. 

At this point, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a description of 
the committee amendments and a sec
tion-by-section analysis of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MONTOYA in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

The description and analysis are as 
follows: 

allotments are increased for 1965 under the 
acreage-poundage provisions. 

12. Provide that in the case of burley 
tobacco, the amount which may be marketed 
without penalty and be accorded price sup
port shall be 120 (instead. of 110) percent 
of the farm marketing quota. 

13. Preserve the minimum allotments now 
provided for burley tobacco. Farms, at the 
present minimum when acreage-poundage 
quotas become effective could not have their 
allotments or quotas subsequently reduced 
below the allotments and quotas first estab
lished for them under the acreage-poundage 
system. Farms with allotments above the 
minimum when acreage-poundage quotas 
first become effective could not be reduced 
below farms which were then at the mini
mum. 

14. Provides that if acreage-poundage 
quotas are approved for the 1965 Flue-cured 
crop, the Secretary will consult with repre
sentatives of the tobacco industry concern
ing each kind of tobacco, conduct a study, 
and report to the House Committee on Agri
culture and the Senate Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, recommending any 
modifications needed to improve the program 
and adopt it to other kinds of tobacco. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION AN AL YSIS 
Section 1 : Section 1 adds a new section 317 

to the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended. An analysis of section 317 fol
lows: 

Subsection (a) contains the definitions of 
COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS "national marketing quota," "national aver-

The amendments recommended by the age yield goal," "national acreage allotment," 
committee, which are generally of a technical "farm acreage allotment," "community aver
nature, would- age yield," "preliminary farm yield," "farm 

1. Prevent downward adjustment of the yield," and "farm marketing quota." These 
national marketing quota under section definitions are necessary because some of 
317(a) either (i) by more than 10 percent of the terms have not been heretofore used in 
estimated domestic consumption and ex- the act and other terms have a different 
ports, or (11) so as to reduce supplies below meaning under the program provided for in 
the reserve supply level. section 317 than they have under the tobacco 

2. Provide for use of the 1965 (instead of programs now provided for in the act. 
1964) farm acreage allotment in computing The committee has recommended several 
the 1965 Flue-cured farm acreage allotment amendments to this section. 
for the purpose of the acreage-poundage · The definition of "national marketing 
quotas. quota" differs from the definition in the 

3. Provide that the "community average House bill in that the Secretary would not 
yield" shall be determined in the same man- have authority to fix the quota below the 
ner and using the same base period for all amount needed to maintain supplies at the 
kinds of tobacco. reserve supply level nor to ·determine the 

4. Make 120 percent of the community quota in an amount which represents more 
average yield the upper limit on preliminary than a 10-percent reduction in the estimated 
farm yields, striking out the alternative up- domestic consumption and exports. The def
per limit based on 75 percent of the farm inition of "community average yield" pro
yield and 25 percent of the national yield vides for the use of the base period 1959-63 
goal. for all kinds of tobacco rather than for Flue-

5. Provide for use of the same base period cured tobacco only as provided in the House 
1959-63 in determining preliminary farm bill. The definition of "preliminary farm 
yields for all kinds of tobacco. yield" provides for reducing the average yield 

6. Permit the secretary to conduct the for the 3 highest years of the base period 
first referendum on acreage-poundage quotas to 120 percent of the community average 
for any kind of tobacco (except Flue-cured in yield if the 3-year average is in excess of 120 
1965) as long as 45 days after proclamation percent of the community average yield. Un
o! the quota. der the House bill the reduction would be to 

7. Make it clear that quotas on an acreage a yield determined by adding 75 percent of 
continue in effect if quota on an acreage- the 3-year average to 25 percent of the na
poundage basis are disapproved under sec- tional average yield goal but not below 120 
tion 317 ( c). percent of the community average yield. The 

8. Provide that insofar as practicable no- base period of 1959-63 would be used in deter
tices of farm marketing quotas shall be mining preliminary farm yields for all kinds 
mailed at least 15 days prior to the first of tobacco. tn the House bill this base 
referendum on acreage-poundage quotas for period is required to be used only for Flue
any kind of tobacco (except Flue-cured in cured tobacco. In determining farm acreage 
1965). allotments for Flue-cured tobacco for 1965, 

9. Limit the farm yield for new tobacco since allotments under the present program 
farms to not more than the community aver- have been issued for 1965 those allotments 
age yield. would be adjusted instead of the allotments 

10. Make it clear that the bill does not for the preceding year as will be the case for 
grant authority for leasing allotments for years after 1965. 
burley or other tobacco not now covered by Subsection (b) is designed to give Flue-
section 316. cured tobacco growers an opportunity to vote 

11. Provide for increasing acreage allot- on ·acreage-poundage quotas for 3 years be
ments transferred prior to the date the acre- ginning with the 1965 crop. The Secretary 
age-poundage quotas become effective for would be required Within 30 days after the 
1965 in the same proportion that acreage enactment of the bill into law to determine 

and announce the amount of the national 
marketing quota for Flue-cured tobacco for 
the . marketing year beginning July 1, 1965, 
and the national acreage allotment and na
tional average yield goal for the 1965 crop of 
Flue-cured. tobacco in accordance with the 
provisions of this section. Within 30 days 
after the announcement of the national 
marketing quota the Secretary would be re
quired to conduct a special referendum of 
farmers engaged in the production of Flue
cured tobacco of the 1964 crop to determine 
whether they favor or oppose the establish
ment of marketing quotas on an acreage
poundage basis as provided ln section 317 for 
the marketing years beginning July 1, 1965, 
July 1, 1966, and July 1, 1967. If the Secre
tary determines that more than 66% percent 
of the farmers voting in the special refer
endum approve marketing quotas on acre
age-poundage basis then marketing quotas 
on an acreage-poundage basis would be in 
effect for the 3 marketing years and the mar
keting quotas for Flue-cured tobacco which 
are now in effect on an acreage basis would 
cease to be ln effect beginning on July l, 
1965. If the Secretary determines that mar
keting quotas on an acreage-poundage basis 
were not approved by more than 66 % per
cent of the farmers voting in the special 
referendum, then no quotas on an acreage
poundage basis would be in effect and the 
marketing quotas on an acreage basis which 
have been previously proclaimed and re
ceived producer approval would remain in 
effect. 

Subsection ( c) con ta ins the provisions for 
making effective marketing quotas for 3 
marketing years on an acreage-poundage 
basis for any kind of tobacco, including 
Flue-cured tobacco. The Secretary can only 
proceed under the provisions of subsection 
( c) during the first or second marketing year 
of the 3-year period for which marketing 
quotas on an acreage basis are in effect for 
the kind Of tobacco under consideration. 
It is the purpose of this provision to not 
leave the tobacco grower without a program 
if acreage-poundage quotas are not ap
proved. If the Secretary, in his discretion, 
determines that acreage-poundage quotas 
under section 317 would result in a more ef
fective marketing quota program for the 
kind of tobacco under consideration, he 
shall, at the time of the next announcement 
of the amount of the national marketing 
quota under section 312 (b) of the act, also 
determine and announce the amount of the 
national quota for the kind of tobacco under 
the provisions of section 317 and at the same 
time announce the national acreage allot
ment and national . average yield goal. 
Within 45 days thereafter he would conduct 
a special referendum of farmers engaged in 
the production of the kind of tobacco of 
the most recent crop, in order to determine 
whether they favor the establishment of 
marketing quotas on an acreage-poundage 
basis for the next 3 marketing years. If the 
Secretary determi~es that more than 66% 
percent of the farmers voting in the special 
referendum approve marketing quotas on an 
acreage-poundage basis, quotas on that 
basis will be in effect for the next 3 market
ing years and marketing quotas on a acreage 
basis shall cease to be in effect at the be
ginning of the first marketing year of the 3-
year period. However, if he determines that 
the required number of farmers do not favor 
quotas on a.n acreage-poundage basis the 
marketing quotas on an acreage basis which 
have been proclaimed and received, the req
uisite farmer approval will not be affected. 

Subsection (d) provides for the procedure 
to be followed if marketing quotas have 
been made effective for a kind of tobacco 
on an acreage-poundage . basis. In the last 
year of the 3-year period the Secretary would 
proclaim a marketing quota for the next 3 
succeeding marketing years and, in his dis
cretion, would proclaim it either on an 
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acreage-poundage basis or an acreage-allot
ment basis, whichever he determines woUld 
result in a more effective marketing quota 
for that kind of tobacco. A referendum 
woUld then be conducted under the provi
sions of section 312(c) of the act and if the 
Secretary determined that more than one
third of the farmers voting opposed national 
marketing quotas, the national marketing 
quota so proclaimed would not be in effect. 
No marketing quotas of any kind woUld be in 
effect for the ensuing marketing year. How
ever, marketing quotas on an acreage basis 
could be proclaimed in the ensuing market
ing year for the 3 marketing years following 
the ensuing marketing year under the pro
visions of section 312(a) (4). 

In a referendum held pursuant to subsec
tion ( c) insofar as practicable notice of the 
farm marketing quota for the first year af
fected by the referendum woUld be required 
to be mailed to the farm operator at least 15 
days prior to the date of the referendum. In 
other cases the notices would be mailed in
sofar as practicable prior to the referendum 
but the target of 15 days' notice woUld not be 
applicable. 

Subsection (e) provides that no farm acre
age allotment or farm yield shall be estab
lished for a farm on which no tobacco was 
produced or considered produced under ap
plicable provisions of law for the immediately 
preceding 5 years. However, provision is 
made for a reserve of 1 percent or less of the 
national acreage allotment to be available 
for making corrections of errors in farm acre
-age, adjusting inequities, and for establish
ing acreage allotments for new farms which 
are farms on which tobacco was not pro
duced or considered produced during the 
immediately preceding 5 years. 

The farm yield for a new farm would be 
determined on the basis of available produc
tivity data for the land involved and the 
farm yield for similar farms but could not 
exceed the community average yield. 

Subsection (f) provides that only the last 
two sentences of subsection (g) of section 
313 of the act will apply to acreage-poundage 
programs. These two sentences contain pro
visions relating to false identification in the 
marketing of tobacco, the fl.ling of false 
acreage reports, and the double cropping of 
tobacco. The provision with respect to fl.ling 
false acreage reports is made applicable to 
the fl.ling of false production or marketing 
reports. The subsection also provides that 
in transferring allotments under the emi
nent domain provisions of section 378 of the 
act increases or decreases in acreage allot
ments and farm yields on account of mar
ketings below or in excess of the farm mar
keting quota for the farm acquired by the 
eminent domain agency will be taken into 
account. The leasing provisions of section 
316 of the act are made applicable to the 
acreage-poundage program except that ad
justments will be based on farm yields rather 
than normal yields and credit for under
marketing or charges for overmarketing shall 
be attributed to the farm t.o which the al
lotment is transferred under the leasing ar
rangement. 

If an acreage-poundage program becomes 
effective for 1965 for Flue-cured tobacco, 
transfers based on leases executed prior to 
the effective date of the program would be 
recognized. However, the acreage trans
ferred woUld be increased or decreased in the 
same proportion that the allotment for the 
farm from which the transfer ls made is in
creased or decreased. This could result in a 
transfer for 1965 which would exceed the 
5-acre or 50-percent-of-cropland limitation 
contained in section 316. The leasing provi
sions would not be extended to burley or 
any other kind of tobacco to which section 
316 does not apply. 

Subsection (g) provides that the penalty 
provisions of section 314 of the act shall 
apply to the acreage-poundage program, ex-

cept that no penalty will be due or collected 
until 110 p6.l"cent of the farm marketing 
quota has been marketed in the case of all 
kinds of tobacco except burley and 120 per
cent has been marketed in the case of burley, 
but thereafter each pound marketed in ex
cess of the applicable percentage will be 
subject to the full penalty rate. Marketings 
in excess of 100 percent of the farm market
ing quota will require a reduction in sub
sequent farm marketing quotas in accord
ance with paragraph (a) (8) of section 317. 
The Secretary is given discretionary author
ity to provide that grade N3 tobacco or any 
grade of tobacco not eligible for price sup
port may be marketed without penalty or 
deduction from subsequent quotas to the 
extent of 5 percent of the farm marketing 
quota for the farm on which the tobacco was 
produced. If under the acreage-poundage 
program any producer falsely identifies or 
fails to account for the disposition of any 
tobacco, the Secretary may elect to assess 
a penalty computed by multiplying the full 
penalty rate by a,n amount of tobacco equal 
to 25 percent of the farm marketing quota 
plus the farm yield of the number of acres 
harvested in excess of the farm acreage allot
ment. The penalty would be paid and re
mitted by the producer and would be in lieu 
of penalties based on actual marketings of 
excess tobacco. For the first year that a 
marketing quota program on an acreage
poundage basis is in effect the carryover pro
visions appearing in the fourth sentence of 
subsection (a) of section 314 would be 
amended by substituting "farm yield" for 
normal production. The carryover ~revi
sions of section 314 would not be applicable 
after the first year 'because of the provisions 
of subsection (a) (8) of section 317 which 
provides for an .adjustment in the quota for 
overmarketings or undermarketings. 

Subsection (h) provides for minimum farm 
acreage allotments and marketing quotas for 
old burley tobacco farms. Since the effects 
of the minimum provisions of the present law 
would be reflected in the farm acreage allot
ments established for the first year of an 
acreage-poundage program, allotments for 
the first year for burley tobacco woUld be de
termined under the procedure applicable to 
other kinds of tobacco. However, for years 
subsequent to the first year this subsection 
would require a determination of the acreage 
allotment, without adjustment from the re
serve, established for the first year for a farm 
with an allotment of five-tenths of an acre 
for the year immediately preceding the first 
year. This woUld constitute a standard, to 
replace the present five-tenths of an acre 
standard. The minimum allotment for any 
farm after the first year woUld then be the 
smallest of that amount, the acreage allot
ment established for such fa.rm the first year, 
or 10 percent of the cropland. The farm 
would also receive a minimum marketing 
quota in years subsequent to the first year 
equal to the product of the farm yield for 
the first year and the minim um allotment. 
The minimum allotments and marketing 
quotas woUld be subject to adjustments for 
overmarketing or undermarketing and to 
:reductions for violations. 

Subsection (i) woUld be operative only if 
an acreage-poundage program. becomes effec
tive on Flue-cured tobacco in 1965. In that 
event the Secretary would be required to 
hold meetings prior to January 1, 1966, with 
the tobacco industry with respect to each 
kind of tobacco to receive recommendations 
and to determine the need for similar or 
modified programs for such kinds of tobacco. 
He would also be required to conduct a study 
and report to the House Committee on Agri
cUlture and the Senate Committee on Agri
cUlture and Forestry on experience with and 
operation of the Flue-cured program. and to 
make recommendations with respect thereto 
for Flue-cured tobacco and !or programs !or 

other kinds of tobacco. The report would 
have to be filed prior to January 1, 1966. 

Section 2: Section 313(j) of the act, as 
added by Public Law 361, 84th Congress, ap
proved August 11, 1955, provides that the 
production of tobacco on a farm in 1955 or 
any subsequent year for which no farm acre
age allotment was established shall not make 
the farm eligible as an old farm but that such 
production woUld not make the farm in
eligible for a new. farm allotment. Section 
2 amends this subsection to make it apply 
to the acreage-poundage program under sec
tion 317. 

Section 3 : Section 3 am.ends section 106 of 
the AgricUltural Act of 1949 which contains 
price-support provisions for tobacco. A new 
subsection (c) is added which provides that 
price support shall not be made available on 
tobacco marketed in excess of 110 perceDJt 
( 120 percent in the case of burley) of the 
marketing quota for the farm when acreage
poundage quotas are in effect. It also pro
vides that for the purpose of price support, 
eligible tobacco carried ovei- from one mar
keting year to anothei- to avoid marketings in 
excess of the farm marketing quota on an 
acreage-poundage basis shall, when marketed, 
be considered tobacco of the then current 
crop. The overall provision-that tobacco 
grown on a farm on which the acreage allot
ment is knowingly exceeded would not be 
eligible for mandatory price support--would 
apply to the acreage-poundage program. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, there are three typographical 
errors in punctuation in the committee 
amendments as set out in the report of 
the bill. In order to correct them on 
behalf of the committee, I move to mod
ify the committee amendments as fol-
lows: · 

On page 5, line 9, after the word "spe
cifically" insert a period. 

On page 11, line 6, strike out the quo
tation marks. 

On page 16, line 24, strike out the 
quotation marks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendments will be mod
iiied accordingly. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the committee amendments be consid
ered en bloc and that the bill, as amend
ed, be considered original text for the 
purpose of amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none; and, 
without objection, the amendments are 
agreed to en bloc. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN] may 
yield to me for an observation and a 
statement, with the understanding that 
he shall not lose his right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. JOR
DAN] yield to the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. ERVIN]? 

Mr. JORDAN. I am delighted to yield 
to my colleague. 

Mr. ERVIN. I congratulate and com
mend my colleague upon his clear 
analysis and explanation of the b111, and 
associate myself with his remarks. I also 
wish to congratulate and commend him 
on the fine work he has done in con
nection with the proposed legislation. 

I thank the Senator for yielding to me. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President--
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Georgia is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 60 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
call up my amendment No. 60 and ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with, but that 
it be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered; and the 
amendment will be printed in the RECORD 
at this point. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Strike all after the enacting clause and 

insert in lieu thereof the following: "That 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended by inserting after sec
tion 313 the following: 
"APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL MARKETING 

QUOTA FOR FLUE-CURED TOBACCO WHEN MAR
KETING QUOTAS HAVE BEEN EFFECTIVE FOR 
THE PRECEDING MARKETING YEAR 

"'SEC. 313A. (a) Notwithstanding the pro
visions of section 313 (except subsections 
(d) and (i)), if marketing quotas were effec
tive for Flue-cured tobacco for the preced
ing marketing year, the national marketing 
quota established pursuant to the provisions 
of section 312 for any marketing year for 
Flue-cured tobacco, less the amount to be 
allotted under subsection (b), shall be ap
portioned by the Secretary among farms on 
the basis of their farm bases. The base for 
each farm shall be computed by subtracting 
one-fifth of the amount of tobacco produced 
on such farm and sold, pledged, or mortgaged 
to the Commodity Credit Corporation under 
the price-support program for the most re
cent marketing year for which such infor
mation is available as to all farms from-

" '(i) the product of the farm's acreage 
allotment for such preceding marketing year 
multiplied by the normal yield for the farm, 
if acreage allotments were established for 
such preceding marketing year, or 

"'(ii) the farm's marketing quota for such 
preceding marketing year, if acreage allot
ments were not established for such preced
ing marketing year. 

" '(b) The Secretary shall provide, through 
local committees, for the allotment of not 
in excess of 5 per centum of the national 
marketing quota ( 1) to farms not receiving 
marketing quotas under subsection (a), and 
(2) to increase allotments to small farms 
on the basis of the following: Land, labor, 
and equipment available for the production 
of tobacco; crop-rotation practices; and the 
soil and other physical factors affecting the 
production of tobacco: Provided, That farm 
marketing quotas established pursuant to 
clause ( 1) of this subsection shall not ex
ceed 75 per centum of the farm marketing 
quotas established pursuant to subsection 
(a) of this section for farms which are simi
lar with respect to the following: Land, 
labor, and equipment available for the pro
duction of tobacco, crop-rotation practices, 
and the soil and other physical factors affect
ing the p roduction of tobacco. 

" ' ( c) The farm marke~ing quota estab
lished under the foregoing proVisions of this 
section for any farm for any marketing year 
shall be increased for undermarketing or 
decreased for overmar'keting by the number 
-0f pounds by which marketings of tobacco 
from the farm during the immediately pre
ceding marketing year is less than or exceeds 
the farm marketing quota for such preced
ing year: Provided, That the farm marketing 
quota for any marketing year shall not be in
creased for undermarketing by an amount 
in excess of the farm marketing quota for 
such year established without regard to the 
provisions of this subsection. If on account 
of excess marketings in the preceding mar
keting year the farm marketing quota for 
any mar'keting year is reduced to zero pounds 

without reflecting the entire reduction re
quired, the additional reduction required 
shall be made for the subsequent marketing 
year or years. The farm marketing quota 
shall be increased or decreased for the second 
succeeding marketing year in the case of 
Maryland tobacco, and for any other kind 
of tobacco for which the Secretary deter
mines it is impracticable because of the lack 
of adequate marketing data, to make the in
creases or decreases applicable to the im
mediately succeeding marketing year. In
creases or decreases in farm marketing 
quotas or farm acreage allotments resulting 
from the application of this subsection shall 
not be taken into account in computing 
farm bases for succeeding marketing years. 

"'(d) The Secretary may, on the basis of 
the normal yield for the farm convert each 
farm marketing quota determined under 
this section in to a farm acreage allotment. 
In such case the actual production of such 
acreage allotment (in lieu of the farm mar
keting quota determined under subsection 
(a), (b), or (c)) shall be the farm market
ing quota. 

" ' ( e) If any amout of tobacco shall be 
marketed as having been produced on any 
farm which in fact was produced on a differ
ent farm, the acreage allotments next es
tablished (or marketing quotas if acreage 
allotments are not established) for both such 
farms shall be reduced by that percentage 
which such amount was of the respective 
farm marketing quota, except that such re
duction for any such farm shall not be made 
if the Secretary through the local commit
tees finds that no person connected with 
such farm caused, aided, or acquiesced in 
such marketing; and if proof of the disposi
tion of any amount of tobacco ls not fur
nished as required by the Secretary or if any 
producer on the farm files, or aids or ac
quiesces in the filing of, any false report with 
respect to the acreage or production of to
bacco grown on the farm required by regu
lations issued pursuant to this Act, the acre
age allotment next established (or mar'ket
ing quota if acreage allotments are not es
tablished) for the farm on which such tobac
co is produced shall be reduced by a per
centage similarly computed. If in any calen
dar year for which acreage allotm.ents a.re 
established more than one crop of tobacco 
is grown from (1) the same tobacco plants 
or (2) different tobacco plants, and is har
vested for marketing from the same acreage 
on a farm, the acreage allotment next es
tablished (or marketing quota if acreage 
allotments are not established) for such 
farm shall be reduced by an amount equiv
alent to the acreage from which more than 
one crop of tobacco has been grown and 
harvested (or equivalent to the amount by 
which the production of such acreage ex
ceeded its normal production).'" 

SEC. 2. The heading of section 313 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, is amended to read as follows: 
"APPORTIONMENT OF NATIONAL MARKETING 
QUOTA WHEN SECTION 313A IS NOT APPLICABLE" 

SEc. 3. This Act shall be effective beginning 
with the 1966 crop. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the name of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND] be listed as a co
sponsor on this substitute amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 
tobacco program, under the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938, for many years 
served its purpose well. However, in the 
past few years, it has become increas
ingly apparent that the program was 'not 
serving the purpose of reducing the sup
ply of tobacco on hand and keeping the 

supply of tobacco in line with demand. 
The factors which have caused the sup
ply of tobacco to exceed demand are 
many. In the tobacco industry itself, 
there is wide disagreement as to what 
factors are primarily responsible for the 
crisis with which we are now faced in 
the tobacco program. 

Over the past several years, several 
cuts in quotas have been put into effect 
in an effort to bring supply in line with 
demand. However, it is conceded by all 
concerned that the cuts in quotas have 
not been effective. The history of the 
program shows that as the United States 
cut the quotas on tobacco production the 
production cuts were more than offset by 
foreign production. In the period of 
1950 through 1954, the total U.S. pro
duction was 1,332 million pounds, and the 
total foreign production was 1,210 m1111on 
pounds. Thus, the United States was 
outproducing the combined foreign pro
duction by some 122 million pounds. By 
1962, the picture had changed drasti
t0ally, with the total U.S. production 
being 1,400 million pounds, and the com
bined total foreign production had in
creased to 2,098 m11lion pounds, thus 
making the total foreign production ex
ceed the U.S. production by 698 m111ion 
pounds. Approximately 40 percent of the 
Flue-cured .tobacco is grown for the ex
port markets. If the present program is 
continued, it is an undisputable fact that 
the American tobacco farmers will lose 
all of the export market, necessitating 
further cuts of such drastic proportions 
as to wipe out the small tobacco farmer 
and create havoc throughout the tobacco 
industry. 

It has long been contended by seg
ments of the tobacco farmers that the 
current tobacco program was not ad
ministered on an equitable basis and that 
the administration of the program en
couraged the production of tobacco which 
was not desired by the tobacco companies 
and which the tobacco companies refused 
to buy to such an extent that today the 
Commodity Credit Corporation holds ap
proximately 961 million pounds of Flue
cured tobacco for which no market can 
be found. In passing, I might point out 
that of this 961 million pounds of Flue
cured tobacco held by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation, only some 17 million 
pounds is type 14 Flue-cured tobacco. 
The statistics of the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture show that for 
some time there has been a wide varia
tion amongst the types of Flue-cured 
tobacco as to those types which find 
ready buyers on the open market and 
those types which the buyers on the open 
market refuse to purchase and which 
must be placed in the surplus held by 
the Commodity Credit Corporation. As 
examples, during the 17-year period from 
1946 through 1963 a total of 163 million 
pounds of type 14 tobacco was placed 
under the Government loan, while in the 
year 1963 alone 129.1 million pounds of 
type 11-a Flue-cured tobacco was placed 
under the loan. As of January l, 1957, 
104.3 million pounds of type 11-a tobacco 
was held in Stabilization Corporation 
and this increased to 271.9 million pounds 
as of January l, 1964. On the other 
hand, as of January l, 1957, there were 
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33.2 m1111on pounds of type 14 Flue-cured 
tobacco on hand, but by January 1, 1964, 
this had decreased to 16.8 million pounds. 
Further, during the 1963 tobacco market
ing year only 2.8 percent of the tobacco 
marketed as type 14 Flue-cured tobacco 
was placed under the Government loan 
while at the same time 12.2 percent of 
type 13, 14.2 percent of type 12, 21.7 
percent of type 11-b, and 43.6 percent 
of type 11-a Flue-cured tobacco were 
placed under the Government loan. The 
statistics of the U.S. Department of Agri
culture make it abundantly clear that 

something is drastically wrong with the 
present tobacco control program and 
that emergency action by Congess is 
demanded. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
table prepared by the Department of 
Agriculture for the years 1946 through 
1963 and published in the Flue-Cured 
Tobacco Auction Market & Producing 
Areas. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

The percent of Flue-cured tobacco placed under Government loan, from 1946 to 1963-
Based on producer sales 

Marketing sea.son 
Georgia
Florida. 
type 14 

South Eastern Middle 
Carolina Belt, North Belt, North 
border, Carolina, Carolina, 
type 13 • type 12 type llB 

Old Belt, 
North 

Carolina 
and Vir

ginia, 
type llA 

1946 _ ----------- -- -- ----- - - - - -- ------ ----- --- ------- - ----- ----- - 2. 2 
15. 6 
7.5 

10. 4 
2. 5 

0. 7 3. 9 16. 7 
34.6 
20. 0 
14. 0 
12. 3 
15. 7 
20. 3 
41. 0 
15. 5 
10. 7 
21.1 
27.1 
18. 1 
12.1 

1947 - ----------------------------------------------- 16. 1 10.2 17. 2 
1948 _ --- ------------------- -- -- -- -- ---- --- ---- -- --- - 3. 9 6.0 11. 2 
1949 _ --------- - -------- ---- -- --- --- -- - - - - - -- ----- --- 14. 2 4. 7 6.8 
1950 _ - -- ---- ------- ----- - - - - -- -- -- - - - -- ------ ----- - - 4. 0 4.4 7.8 
1951 _ ------- ----- -- ---- -- -- - - - -- ---- - ------- - -- -- --- 9. 7 11.1 

7. 8 
3. 5 
9. 9 

5. 9 9.3 
1952 _ - ---- ---- ---- - --- --- -- ---- - ------- ---------- --- 4. 0 12. 5 12. 0 
1953 _ --- ----------- ------ ---- --- ---- ---- ----- --- - -- - 3. 2 3.6 18. 4 
1954_ ----------------- - ------ ------- -- -- -- - - -- - ----- 5. 0 8. 2 11.1 
1955_ - - ________ :_ _________ -- -- -- - - -- ----- - - - - - - - -- --- 16. 1 26. 0 

20. 8 
4.0 

25.1 14.6 
1956_ - - - --------- ------- ----- -- -- - - -- -- --- --- ---- -- - 8. 1 26.8 30.4 
1957 - - - ------- ------- -- ---- ---- -- - - - - --- -- ----- -- -- ~ 1. 0 6. 7 16.4 
1958_ - ------- ----------- - -------- ------ --- ----- - --- - 2. 0 15.1 

4.5 
3.2 
2. 8 

13.5 12. 6 
1959_ - - -------- ---- ---- - - - ------- ---- -- -- ----------- 1. 2 2.3 5.8 
1960_ - - -- -- -- -- ------ --- ------ - - - - - - - ---------- - -- - - 1. 4 4.6 3.4 6.8 

7.1 
32. 2 
43.6 

1961_ _ --- ------------------------------------------- 4. 1 8.1 4. 2 
1962_ - - -------- -- -- ----- - -- -- -- --- - ---- --- -- - -- --- -- 2. 6 10. 8 

12. 2 
16.5 20.4 

1963 '------------------------------ ----------------- 2. 8 14. 2 21. 7 

Average ____________ _______ -------------------

1 Based on gross sales. 
' 17-year average. 
a 18-year average. 

J 5. 8 3 9.4 8 9. 7 • 12. 6 • 20.5 

Source of information: March 1963 issue Tobacco Market Review, p. 38, USDA-AMS Tobacco Division. Data for 
1963 from Tobacco News Letter, USDA-AMS, Tobacco Division. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 
farmers throughout the Flue-cured to
bacco belt are duly alarmed over the 
present crisis and are looking to the 
leadership of Congress to provide a 
speedy and equitable solution to the 
complex tobacco problem. The problem 
is so acute that tobacco farmers in 
Georgia and Florida have already gone 
into Federal court seeking relief from 
the inequities in the administration of 
the present tobacco program. These 
farmers have been successful with their 
litigation in the U.S. district court, as 
well as the U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals 
for the Fifth Circuit. 

I ask unanimous consent that there 
may be printed in the RECORD at this 
point the decision of the Fifth Circuit 
Court of Appeals of the U.S. Court of 
Appeals in the case of Orville Freeman, 
Secretary of Agriculture, versus Darius 
N. Brown, et al. It is dated February 
26, 1965. 

There being no objection, the decision 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
U.S. COURT OF .APPEALS FOR THE FIFTH CIR

CUI'r---0RVILLE FREEMAN, SECRETARY OF 
AGRICULTURE OF THE UNITED STATES OF 
A.MERICA, APPELLANT, V. DARIUS N. BROWN, 
ET AL., APPELLEES-NO. 21588 

(Appeal from the U.S. District Court for the 
Southern District of Georgia, before Brown 
and Bell, circuit judges, and Spears, district 
judge, Feb. 26, 1965) 
Circuit Judge BELL. This is an appeal by 

the Secretary of Agriculture from, an order 

of the district court permanently enjoining 
him from enforcing a cut in acreage allot
ments on type 14 Flue-cured tobacco for the 
1964-65 tobacco marketing year below allot
ments for the 1963-64 marketing year. 
Plaintiffs, appellees here, are tobacco farmers 
and producers of type 14 Flue-cured tobacco. 
The basis of their class action against the 
Secretary was that he had failed and refused 
to treat type 14 as a separate kind of to
bacco in arriving at the marketing quotas on 
which the acreage allotments were based, but 
had grouped it with all other types of Flue
cured tobacco. The complaint consisted of 
two counts; the first in the nature of a peti
tion for mandamus, and the other for declar
atory judgment. The district court followed 
generally the prayers of the count for declar
atory judgment in granting the injunction. 
The prayer of the mandamus count was for 
an order compelling the Secretary to dis
charge his statutory and regulatory duties 
with regard to setting marketing quotas and 
acreage allotments on the type of tobacco in 
question. It was claimed that he failed to 
use the latest available statistics in making 
the determination ln issue. 

The Secretary moved to dismiss the com
plaint, or in the alternative for summary 
judgment. Appellees also moved for sum
mary judgment. Each motion for summary 
judgment was supported by affidavits, and 
appellees offered the testimony of a market
ing inspector for the Georgia Department of 
Agriculture. The motions of the Secretary 
to dismiss and for summary judgment were 
overruled. The motion of appellees was 
granted and the injunction which forms the 
subject matter of this appeal was entered. 

THE ISSUES PRESENTED 

There are three issues for consideration. 
First, it ls urged that the district court did 

not have jurisdiction over the subject matter 
of the action. Second, the Secretary says, 
even assuming jurisdiction, he would be 
entitled to judgment as a matter of law be
cause the Agriculture Adjustment Act does 
not permit the secretary to constitute a type 
of tobacco as a separate kind of tobacco for 
a single year of the 3-year period for which 
marketing quotas and acreage allotments 
based thereon have been set. The relief 
sought was for the last year of such a 3-year 
period. Lastly, assuming both jurisdiction 
and requisite authority, it is contended that 
the determination by the Secretary not to 
treat type 14 Flue-cured tobacco as a separate 
kind of tobacco for the year in qu1>stion was 
regularly made and supported by substantial 
evidence. 

STATUTORY BACKGROUND 

The duty of the Secretary to set marketing 
quotas, and from these to set tobacco acreage 
allotments arises under the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938, as amended, 7 U.S.C.A., 
section 1282 et seq. This act, 7 U.S.C.A., sec
tion 130l(b) (15) provides as follows: 

" 'Tobacco' means each one of the kinds 
of tobacco listed below comprising the types 
specified as classified in Service and Regula
tory Announcement Numbered 118 of the 
Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the 
Department: 

"Flue-cured tobacco, comprising types 11, 
12, 13, and 14; 

"The provisions of this subchapter shall 
apply to each of such kinds of tobacco sev
erally: Provided, That any one or more of 
the types comprising any such kind of to
bacco shall be treated as a 'kind of tobacco' 
for the purposes of this chapter • • • if the 
Secretary finds there is a difference in supply 
and demand conditions as among such types 
of tobacco which results in a difference in the 
adjustments needed in the marketing thereof 
in order to maintain supplies in line with 
demand: • • *" 

It also provides, 7 U.S.C.A., section 1301(c), 
that: 

"The latest available statistics of the Fed
eral Government shall be used by the Secre
tary in making the determination required 
to be made by the Secretary under this 
chapter." 

The determinations to be made are set out 
in 7 U.S.C.A., section 1312(a) (1) (2): 

"(a) The secretary shall, not later than 
December 1 of any marketing year with re
spect to Flue-cured tobacco, • • • proclaim a 
national marketing quota for any kind of 
tobacco for each of the next three succeeding 
marketing years whenever he determines 
with respect to such kind of tobacco--

" ( 1) that a national marketing quota has 
not previously been proclaimed and the total 
supply as of the beginning of such marketing 
year exceeds the reserve supply level there
for; 

"(2) that such marketing year is the last 
year of 3 consecutive years for which mar
keting quotas previously proclaimed will be 
in effect; • • •" 

The Secretary is directed to issue what 
is called a national marketing quota for a 
3-year period. Within 30 days after the 
Secretary has issued that quota he is required 
to conduct a referendum of the affected 
farmers to determine whether they favor 
such quota for the 3-year period. 7 U.S.C.A., 
1312(c). After the setting of the quota, i.e., 
the 3-year quota, and prior to the referen
dum, the Secretary must announce the part 
of the 3-year marketing quota to be in effect 
for the next year. 7 U.S.C.A., 1312(b). The 
quotas for each of the next 2 years are set 
at the end, respectively, of the first and sec
ond marketing year. And apparently the 3-
year quota is an estimate, the whole of which 
may or may not be allowed by the Secretary 
over the course of the 3 years, depending up
on supply and demand. 

The Tobacco Stocks and Standards Act of 
1929, as amended, 7 u.s.c.~.. 501, au-
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thorizes and directs the Secretary to collect 
and publish statistics relating to the quanti
ties of leaf tobacco in all forms and types 
owned by or in the possession of persons 
other than the original growers of tobacco. 
The statistics are to be summarized quar
terly with an annual report to be issued. 
This act also makes it mandatory upon the 
Secretary to establish standards for the 
classification of leaf tobacco by types. 
7 U.S.C.A., 502. These standards were es
tablished in 1929 in Service and Regulatory 
Announcement No. 118, 7 CFR 30.l et seq. 
This announcement provides in pertinent 
part as follows: 

Section 30.5. "Class-One of the major 
divisions of leaf tobacco based on the distinct 
characteristics of the tobacco caused by 
differences in varieties, soil, and climate con
ditions, and the methods of cultivation, har
vesting, and curing." 

Section 30.6. "Type--A subdivision of a 
class of leaf tobacco, having certain common 
characteristics which permit of its being di
vided into a number of related grades. Any 
tobacco that has the same characteristics 
and corresponding qualities, colors, and 
lengths, shall be treated as one type, regard
less of any factors of historical or geographi
cal nature which cannot be determined by 
an examination of the tobacco." 

Section 30.31. "Classification of leaf tobac
co. For the purposes of this classification, 
leaf tobacco shall be divided into the follow
ing classes: Class 1. Flue-cured types • • •. 
For the purposes of this classification the 
classes shall be divided into the following 
types and groups set forth in sections 30.36-
30.44." 

Section 30.36. "Class 1. Flue-cured types 
and groups-( a) Type 11. That type of Flue
cured tobacco commonly known as Old Belt 
Flue-cured, Western District Bright, Middle 
Belt Flue-cured, or Semi-Old Belt Flue-cured; 
and produced principally in the Piedmont 
sections of Virginia and North Carolina. 

"(b) Type 12.-Tha.t type of Flue-cured 
tobacco commonly known as Eastern Flue
cured, New Belt of North Carolina Flue
cured, Eastern District Bright, or Easte·m 
Carolina Bright; and produced principally 
1n the coastal plains section of North Caro
lina, north of the South River. 

"(c) Type 13. That type of Flue-cured to
bacco commonly known as Southeastern 
Flue-cured, Southeastern Bright, South Car
olina Flue-cured, or New Belt of South Caro
lina and Southeastern North Carolina; and 
produced principally in the coastal plains 
section of South Carolina and the southeast
ern counties of North Carolina south of the 
South River. 

"(d) Type 14.-That type of Flue-cured 
tobacco commonly known as Southern Flue
cured, Southern Bright, Southern District 
Bright, New Belt of Georgia and Florida, 
Florida Bright, Alabama Bright, or Georgia 
Flue-cured; and produced principally in the 
southern sections of Georgia and to some ex
tent in Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi." 

This classification by types was adopted in 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 7 
U.S.C.A. 1301 ( 15), supra. The Tobacco 
Inspection Act, as amended 7 U.S.C.A, 
511 et seq (1935), in section 5llb au
thorized the Secretary to establish standards 
for tobacco by which its type, grade, size, 
condition or other characteristics might be 
determined, and these standards were to be 
the official standards of the Unite~ States 
The Secretary, pursuant to this authority, 
issued regulations having to do with insJ>ec
tion certificates which were to include, to
gether with other information, the type and 
grade of tobacco, and it was mandatory that 
such inspection certificate be placed on each 
lot of tobacco inspected at the time of sale 
in an auction warehouse. 7 CFR 29.66(b), 
29.71. Tobacco auction markets were also to 
be established under this act. 7 CFR 29.73. 
No tobacco can be sold in the United States 

except at such designated markets, and un
less the tobacco has been sampled and in
spected by an official inspector of the Secre
tary to determine and certify the type, grade, 
size, form, condition or other tobacco char
acteristics of the lot of tobacco. 7 CFR 
20.109. 

The position of the appellees is that the 
Secretary failed to keep proper statistics and 
to use the latest available statistics to dete:i;
mine the suply of Flue-cured tobacco on 
hand by types, and whether type 14 should be 
treated as a separate kind of Flue-cured 
tobacco before he set the marketing quota 
for the marketing year 1964-65. The fact is 
that the Secretary treated all types of Flue
cured tobacco as one kind in arriving at the 
3-year quota, and declined to treat type 14 
separately for 1964-65. The 3-year quota 
then in effect had been apportioned among 
the Flue-cured tobacco production areas as 
follows: 
State: Acreage allotment 

Alabama_____________________ 500.00 
Florida_______________________ 13, 586. 02 
Georgia ______________________ 64,912.49 
North Carolina _______________ 421, 092. 74 
South Carolina_______________ 74, 128. 45 
Virginia ______________________ 64,041.95 

Reserve-------~-------------- 1,599.54 
It was these "acreages which were reduced 

by 10 percent for 1964-65. 
THE EVIDENCE 

In support of his motion for summary 
judgment, the Secretary filed several affi
davits including his own. He stated that he 
was requested, on March 7, 1964, to establish 
type 14 as a separate kind of Flue-cured to
bacco under the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1988.1 He was told at the time by 
counsel for appellees that his failure to so es
tablish type 14 would render the 10-percent 
cut in acreage allotments for 1964, heretofore 
made by the Under Secretary as Acting Sec
retary, unlawful as applied to growers of 
type 14 tobacco. The Secretary stated that 
he investigated the facts and determined 
that type 14 tobacco should not be consti
tuted as a separate kind of Flue-cured to
bacco, and that the determination of the 
national marketing quota for the marketing 
year beginning July 1964 on which the cut 
in acreage allotments had been made was in 
conformity with law. The Secretary gave 
three reasons for his conclusion. He stated 
that tp.e Act did not contemplate establish
ing a new kind of tobacco during the 3-year 
period of a national marketing quota on 
which quotas had been approved by ref
erendum for the kind of tobacco sought to 
be changed. He stated that there was not 
such a difference in supply and demand con
ditions as among the types of Flue-cured 
tobacco as would result in a difference in 
the adjustments needed in the marketings 
thereof in order to maintain supplies in line 
with demand. See title 7, section 1301(b) 
( 15), supra. He gave as his reason for so 
finding that Flue-cured tobacco is used al
most entirely in the manufacture of ciga
rettes, that there is a high degree of homo
geneity among the several types and inter
changeability in their use; that there has 
been a close price relationship among the 
types over the years, and that types 11, 12, 
and 13 are readily m arketable in the type 14 
production area and such tobacco when so 
marketed is classified as type 14. His view 
was that type 14 has the same characteristics 
including quality, colors and lengths as types 
11, 12, and 13, and that factors of historical 

1 The kinds of tobacco as now classifi.ed are 
set out in 7 U.S.C.A., 130l(b) (15). The kinds 
listed are Flue-cured, Fire-cured, Dark Air
cured, Virginia Sun-cured, burley, Maryland, 
cigar-filler Cigar-binder, and Cigar-filler type 
41. Appellees seek to divide the Flue-cured 
kind by having Flue-cured type 14 classified 
as an additional kind. 

or geographical nature could not be deter
minect by an examination of the tobacco. 
His affidavit then contained the following 
statement which is of much importance in 
this case: 

"That I did not have available statistics 
upon which to determine a quota for type 14 
as a separate kind of tobacco in conformity 
with the act because the Department's sta
tistics with respect to the production of Flue
cured tobacco by types are based on the area 
in which the tobacco is grown while the sta
tistics with respect to the types of Flue-cured 
tobacco on hand are based principally on the 
location of the warehouse at which the 
tobacco was marketed, and the Department 
of Commerce which collects the records of 
the exports of Flue-cured tobacco does not 
report exports of Flue-cured tobacco by 
type." 

The Under Secretary stated in his affidavit 
that at the time he set the annual quota 
under the 3-year national marketing quota, 
he was advised that some tobacco growers in 
Georgia and Florida were protesting any re
duction in acreage allotment for Flue-cured 
tobacco in those States on the ground that a 
smaller proportion of tobacco from those 
States ha.ct been going under Government 
loan as compared to tobacco from other 
States producing Flue-cured tobacco. He 
stated that because of this he gave con
sideration to whether type 14 should be con
stituted as a separate kind of Flue-cured 
tobacco. He determined that he could not 
take such action unless he found that there 
was a difference in supply and demand con
ditions as among the various types of Flue
cured tobacco which resulted in a difference 
in the adjustments needed in the marketings 
thereof in order to maintain supplies in line 
with demand. This reasoning was based on 
section 1301 ( b) ( 15), supra. He then .:;tated 
that he could find no statutory provision for 
making adjustments between types because 
of the amount of tobacco moving under loan. 
He also found that one type of Flue-cured 
tobacco is readily substituted for another, 
and that large quantities of tobacco pro
duced in an area associated with one type ls 
marketed at warehouses located in areas as
sociated with other types, and there clasEi
fied as being the type corresponding to the 
type prOduced in the areas in which the 
warehouse is located. He also found that 
the reports of exports compiled by the De
partment of Commerce do not break exports 
of Flue-cured tobacco into types. 

The affidavit of a tobacco economist in the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture was sub
mitted. He was of the view that Plue-cured 
tobacco, regardless of where produced or 
type, is a substantially homogeneous com
modity. He did not believe that Flue-cured 
tobacco could be fragmented into types and 
hence all statistical data in the Depa.rtment 
of Agriculture went to the whole rather than 
the separate types. He stated the data was 
lacking with respect to inventories repre
senting tobacco grown only in the areas 
designated as producing type 14, or as to any 
of the other separate types, or as to exports 
of the various types of Flue-cured tobacco. 

The Director, Tobacco Policy Staff, Agri
cultural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
stated that the records showing the estimated 
production of Flue-cured tobacco compiled 
and issued by the Statistical Reporting Serv
ice of the Department show production esti
mates of Flue-cured tobacco by types and by 
States, but that these estimates were based 
on areas of production without regard to the 
areas in which the tobacco is marketed. He 
stated that the Tobacco Stocks Reports are 
based on the areas in which the tobacco is 
marketed without regard to the areas in 
which the tobacco was produced, and that 
all tobacco marketed in the Georgia tobacco 
markets was classified as type 14 without 
regard to the area in which it was produced. 
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Stocks reports by types and marketings by 
types were not compatible with Flue-cured 
tobacco production estimates by types since 
substantial quantities are produced in one 
state or area and marketed in another. 

The Director of the Tobacco Division of 
the Agricultural Marketing Service of the 
Department of Agriculture stated that he 
administered regulations issued pursuant to 
the Tobaceo statistics and standa.rd.l,'I Act, 
supra, and the Tobacco Inspection Act, 
supra. He explained that records as to 
types are based on the place of marketing 
rather than the place of production, a.nd 
contended that this was recognized from 
the beginning of the classification system 
due to the similarity of the various types of 
Flue-cured tobacco. He pointed to a con
temporary explanation of the proviso 1n 
Announcement No. 118, supra, 7 GFR, sec
tion 30.6, defining the types: 

... • • Any tobacco that has the same 
characteristics a.nd corresponding qualities, 
colors a.nd lengths, shall be treated as one 
type regardless of any factors of historical 
or g~graphica.l nature, which cannot be de,: 
termined by an examination of the tobacco. 

The contemporaneous explanation alluded 
to gives Flue-cured tobacco as an example, 
and pointed out that the type 11 area would 
produce tobacco of very nearly the same 
character as that produced in the type 12 
area and that type 11 could be sold as type 
12 V.:ithout being detected. It was said that 
the Department did not wish to require the 
segregation of such tobacco unless the differ
ence could be clearly determined by an ex
amination of the tobacco itself. 

Appellees, in support of their motion for 
summary judgment, submitted several am
davits including those of two tobacco 
growers. One stated that Flue-cured tobacco 
grown in North Carolina and Virginia is dis
tinguishable from Flue-cured tobacco grown 
in Georgia in color, texture, and leaf size. 
He stated that he had observed baskets of 
North Carolina and Virginia tobacco being 
sold at warehouses in Georgia. His statement 
was based on experience gained in growing 
Flue-cured tobacco for 46 years, and from 
observing auction sales of tobacco in Georgia, 
North Carolina, and Virginia. The other af
fiant stated that from a visual examination 
he could see a difference in the color, body, 
length, and size of tobacco leaves a.s between 
tobacco grown in Georgia and tobacco grown 
in the other Flue-cured tobacco belts. He 
attributed this to difference in soil and clim
ate conditions, and to the fact that tobacco 
in Georgia is more generally irrigated which 
gives it a more uniform appearance than is 
true of nonirrigated tobacco grown in the 
belts. 

The testimony of a. marketing inspector 
for the Georgia Department of Agriculture 
was offered by appellees. He presented charts, 
based on data obtained from the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture, which demonstrated 
that ·in the 17-year period from 1946 through 
1963, a total of 163 million pounds of type 14 
tobacco was placed under Government loan 
while in the year 1963 alone 129.1 million 
pounds of type 11-A tobacco was placed un
der loan.3 Another chart demonstrated that 
as of January 1, 1957, 104.3 mUUon pounds 
of type 11-A tobacco was held in the Stab111-
zation Corporation and 271.9 million pounds 
as of January l, 1964. On January l, 1957, 
33.2 million pounds of type 14 was on hand 
but by Janua.ry l, 1964, this total had de
creased to 16.8 million pounds. Another 
chart showed that in 1963 only 2.8 percent of 
to'bacoo mairketed as type 14 was placed in 
Government loan, and it was conceded that 

11 Apparently type 11 has been, since An
nouncement No. 118, supra, divided into 
types 11-A and 11-B. This does not appear 
of record. 

some of this was not type 14. His testi
mony was that more than 13 million pounds 
of other types of Flue-cured tobacco had 
been brought into Georgia and was sold as 
type 14 in 1963. As to the remaining types, 
12.2 percent of type 13 was placed under 
Government loan in 1963, 14.2 percent of 
type 12, 21.7 percent of type 11-B, and 43.6 
percent of type 11-A. 

JURISDICTION 

Appellees invoked the jurisdiction of the 
court below under the judicial review provi
sion of the Administrative Procedure Act. 
5 U.S.C.A. 1009. The Secretary contends 
that judicial review, and thus jurisdiction, 
is precluded under the provision of tha.t 
section which excepts agency action from 
judicial review where a statute precludes 
judicial review, or where agency action is by 
law committed to agency discretion. Section 
1009(a) . 

It is settled that a statute must clearly 
demonstrate the intention of Congress to 
preclude judicial review in order for review 
to be denied by this exception. Cf. Shaugh
nessy v. Pedreiro, 1955, 349 U.S. 48, 75 S. Ct. 
591, 99 L. Ed. 868; and Fulford v. Forman, 5 
Cir., 1957, 245 F. 2d 145, footnote 23. The 
Secretary points to 7 U.S.C.A. 1363-67, the 
review provisions of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act, and says that the review there 
provided is exclusive. These sections permit 
review by a local review committee in the 
event a farmer is dissatisfied with his farm 
marketing quota, and the determination by 
that committee may be judicially reviewed. 
United States v. Sykes, 5 Cir., 1962, 310 F. 2d 
417, 420. But it is clear that this review pro
vision does not permit review of the appor
tionment of a. State allotment among coun-
ties. Fulford v. Forman, supra. . 

The Secretary contends that the intention 
of Congress was to preclude a challenge to 
the manner in which a national crop quota 
was fixed, or the manner in which a national 
quota was allocated or apportioned to States 
and counties. We conclude that there is no 
basis in the Agricultural Adjustment Act for 
attributing such an intention to Congress 
where, if such be the case and that is the 
allegation, the Secretary has failed to com
ply with statutory mandates relating to the 
gathering and using of statistics, the con
sideration of which is a condition precedent 
to determining whether types of tobacco 
should be treated as separate kinds in estab
lishing marketing quotas. 

It is urged that even assuming arguendo 
this to be the case, judicial review under the 
Administrative Procedure Act is nevertheless 
unavailable to appellees because the action 
of the Secretary was by law committed to 
his discretion. It is said that the determina
tion that supply and demand factors did not 
warrant treating type 14 as a separate kind 
of tobacco constituted an exercise of discre
tion and nothing more. Such discretion is 
vested in the Secretary by the statute (7 
U.S.C.A. 1301(b} (15)). This discretion, 
however, wa.s not unfettered but was subject 
to the requirement that the Secretary use the 
latest statistics in making the determination. 
Section 1301(c}, supra. And another statute 
required that these statistics be compiled (7 
U.S.C.A. 501). 

The crux of the complaint is that the Sec
retary failed to keep and consider the latest 
statistics in making the determination as to 
treating type 14 as a separate kind of to
bacco, and therefore departed from the 
statutory base on which his discretion was to 
be exercised. This was a sutncient jurisdic
tional allegation. In sum, we conclude that 
judicial review of the Secretary's determina
tion not to treat type 14 as a separate kind 
of tobacco is not precluded by statute, nor ts 
the determination committed by law to the 
Secretary's unfettered discretion. Further
more, the decision of the Secretary consti
tuted final agency action for which there 

is no other adequate remedy in any court. 
See 5 U.S.C.A. 1009(c). We therefore hold 
that the district court had jurisdiction to re
view the action of the Secretary under the 
Administrative Procedure Act.3 

THE MERITS 

As is indicated by the statement of the 
evidence adduced on the motions, the Secre
tary does not contend that he exercised his 
discretion , as to whether to treat type 14 as 
a separate kind of tobacco on full facts. 
The statistics available to him with respect 
to acreage planted in Flue-cured tobacco were 
based on areas of production and hence types. 
The statistics refiec~ing stocks on hand or 
supplies were based on the location of the 
warehouse at which the tobacco was mar
keted. These statistics did not reflect types as 
all types were treated as that of the producing 
area in which the warehouse was located. 
This, of course, amounted to no statistics by 
types, and was in contravention of the duty 
to keep statistics by types, 7 U.S.C.A. 501, 
supra, unless there was no practical differ
ence in the types. He also stated that rec
ords of exports were not kept by types, but 
these were records kept by the Commerce 
Department and may or may not have been 
relevant. Neither the Secretary nor those 
of his staff whose affidavits on the subject 
were submitted in the district court deem 
it necessary to keep statistics based on types. 
They seem to be of the opinion that the 
high degree of homogeneity among the types 
wa.s such as to render it conclusive that all 
of the types should be treated as one for 
purposes of establishing marketing quotas. 
This conclusion is buttressed only by other 
conclusions such as high degree of inter
changeab111ty, similarity in prices, and the 
like, but none of these underlying conclu
sions were supported by facts. 

On the other hand, appellees submitted 
the a.ftldavits of two witnesses who testified, 
based on experience and observation, that 
there is a difference in color, texture, and 
size of type 14 as distinguished from the 
other types. One of these a.ftlants stated that 
this was due to the high degree of irrigation 
used in the type 14 belt. The testimony of 
the Georgia. marketing inspector was based 
on statistical information sent him by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture. It 
showed that a much less proportion of the 
type 14 crop was placed under the Govern
ment loan program. Only 2.8 per~ent of type 
14 went under loan, while the other types 
varied from 12.2 percent of type 13 up to 
43.6 percent of type 11-A for the year 1963. 
These figures also showed that over a period 
of 17 years ending in 1963 only 163 million 
pounds of type 14 tobacco was placed under 
loan while 129.10 million pounds of type 11-A 
went under loan in 1963 alone. These facts 
strongly support an inference that a substan
tially greater proportion of type 14 was sell
ing above the support level than wa.s true of 
the other types. Moreover, his testimony 
demonstrated that at least some statistics 
were available in the Department of Agricul
ture to separate true type 14 tobacco from 
tobacco produced in other areas and sold at 
markets in the type 14 area, inasmuch as he 
testified that "a fraction more than 13 mil
lion pounds" was brought into Georgia and 
sold as type 14 in 1963. In short, he had 
statistics separating type 14 from the other 
types both by sales and under the loan 
program,. 

a The legislative history of the Administra
tive Procedure Act as it pertains to the ex
ceptions to review based on statutory pre
clusion of review, or matters committed to 
agency discretion is set out in Amarillo
Borger Express v. United States, ND. Tex., 
1ITT>6, 138 F. Supp. 411, 418 footnote 13. This 
history fully supports the conclusion we have 
reached. 
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This testimony ls not conclusive on the 

question of whether the Secretary abused his 
discretion in not treating type 14 as a sepa
rate kind of tobacco, but it does show that 
statistics were available to the Secretary 
which were not considered by him in m~king 
the determination, and that there was a prac
tical difference in characteristics as between 
type 14 and some of the other types such as 
would warrant a consideration of compara
tive statistics.• All in all, and as a matter 
of proof since the hearing went beyond a 
motion for summary judgment to the point 
where both sides were satisfied with the proof 
and to submit the case for final judgment, 
the evidence was sufficient to show that the 
Secretary departed from what is reqUired of 
him by statute: to keep statistics and con
sider the latest available statistics in making 
the determination as to kind when arriving at 
marketing quotas. 

This made out a case for appellees to the 
extent of the Secretary having failed in 
this duty, and the difficult question pre
sented to the district court and to th1s 
court is what relief should have been ac
corded. It would have been improper for 
the district court to have taken up the 
question of whether the Secretary a;bused his 
discretion in holding that type 14 was not 
to be treated as a separate kind of tobacco 
a.s a matter of fact. The evidence adduced 
was insufficient to demonstrate this. In 
fact, the proof was not directed to this 
question. Facts as to prices, demand in the 
market by types, and the reason for differ
ences in demand, if any, would, together 
with differences in characteristics, all be ma
terial, indeed a sine qua non to a judg
ment on an abuse of discretion question. 

RELIEF TO BE ACCORDED 

We hold that the order of the court now 
under consideration cannot be susta.tned 
in its entirety. It goes beyorid wh-at is w·ar
ranted by the evidence and in fact amount 
to the setting of a marketing quota by the 
oourit. This follows from the fact that the 
court, without conclusive evidence as to 
whether type 14 should be treruted as a 
separate kind of tobaooo, in effect increased 
the acreage allotment by adding 10 per
cent to the type 14 acreage allotment. This 
relief was unwarranted in fact and in law. 
The proper approach would have been to 
deny the injunctive relief sought under the 
decl·aratory judgment count of the com
plaint, and to grant relief to the extent nec
essa.ry and ·warranted under the first count 
of the complaint which was aimed toward 
requiring the Secretary to perform his statu
tory duties. 

This means that the court in exercise of 
its equitable discretion once it found, as it 
did and as we affirm, that the Secretary had 
failed to use the latest statistics ·in treating 
with the contention that type 14 should be 
a separate kind of tobacco, should have di
rected the Secretary to reconsider his deci-

'The objection of type 14 producers ·to the 
sale o.f other types in their area has been the 
subject matter of previous litigation, Camp
bell v. Hussey, 1961, 368 U.S. 297, 82 S. Ct. 
827, 7 L. Ed. 299, affirming the difstrtct 
court's holding that a Georgia statute re
quiring different color tags to be placed on 
the different types was unconstitutional. In 
footnote 3 of the Supreme Court decision 
it was said: 

"Both the purpose and effect of the Georgia 
enactment were to make a distinction at the 
markets, by the color tags, between tobacco 
gtown in Georgia and that grown elsewhere. 
The effect was to create a wide disparity of 
price between the two groups of tobacco, the 
Carolina growers receiving a much lower 
amount. This resulted in losses of business 
to the plaintiff warehousemen" (189 F. 
Supp. 54, 59). 

sion in the light of what the statutes 
required of him. 

This was indicated by the fact that the 
marketing quota and acreage allotments had 
been set 2 years before appellees registered 
their complaint as to the treatment being 
given to type 14. All Flue-cured tobacco 
farmers had approved the marketing quotas 
and all that was left for the Secretary was to 
establish the annual quota for each of the 
last 2 marketing years of the period. The 
Secretary was entitled to a reasonable time 
to consider the contentions of the appellees, 
but they are entitled to have him follow the 
statutes and otherwise consider facts rele
vant to their contentions that type 14 should 
be treated as a kind of tobacco separate from 
the other types of Flue-cured tobacco. 

This determination by the Secretary ls 
apart from the question as to when he may 
change the marketing quotas and acreage 
allotments if he should conclude to treat 
type 14 as a separate kind. That ls another 
question and one not ripe for decision at this 
time. Whether such separate treatment 
may be commenced prior to the setting of 
any annual marketing quota, simply by re
apportioning the acreage among the several 
States or otherwise, or whether it may only 
be done prior to the setting of the 3-year 
marketing quota ls a question that first 
should be considered by the Secretary, and 
will only arise in the event he determines to 
treat type 14 as a separate kind of tobacco. 
We add that, contrary to the contention of 
the Secretary, when such acreage relief, if 
any, as appellees may be entitled to wlll be 
accorded them in no way bars their right to 
a proper and present consideration of their 
claim. 

It is thus apparent from what we have 
said that the judgment must be reversed be
cause of its breadth, but in reversing we hold 
that the district court should enter an order 
directing the secretary to reconsider within a 
reasonable time the question of treating type 
14 as a separate kind of Flue-cured tobacco 
in the light of all available and material 
facts, including such statistics as he may 
have or which may be reasonably derived 
from presently available facts or statistics, to 
the end of making a considered and f·air 
judgment, in the exercise of his discretion, 
as to the question presented. Whether there 
is a high degree of homogeneity on the types, 
or interchangeability in their use are ques
tions of fact. Evidence should be available 
as to whether there are material differences 
in the characteristics of the types, and in 
demand and prices. In any event, the Secre
tary shall make his decision on statistics 
which are presently available or which may 
be compiled from other statistics, docu
ments, and other evidence presently available. 
This evidence may 'be obtained from the 
Department or elsewhere, such as from rec
ords that may be maintained by purchasers 
of tobacco from producers. The Secretary 
must make a decision and his decision, 
if reviewed after he follows the statutory 
mandates, will be on the basis of whether he 
has abused his discretion in the decision. 

The determination of the Secretary may be 
made on the basis that any change in mar
keting quotas and acreage allotments based 
on his decisions, if it should 'be to treat type 
14 as a separate kind of tobacco, shall be 
prospective in application. As stated, we do 
not reach the question of whether such re
lief may be applied prospectively to the next 
annual quota or whether it must await the 
first year of a 3-year marketing quota. 

Reversed and remanded for further pro
ceedings not inconsistent herewith. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, in 
this particular case the farmers who 
filed suit won in the District Court for 
the Southern District of Georgia. The 
defendant appealed the decision. The 

appellees also won in the Circuit Court 
of Appeals. I presume that the defend
ant now wlll seek to appeal that decision 
to the U.S. Supreme Court. 

The tobacco farmers in our area of the 
country believe that this is one of the 
reasons why there has been such great 
haste in this matter and why the pending 
bill is sought to be passed with such great 
speed, to the exclusion of permitting the 
tobacco farmers themselves in their own 
areas to come before a committee of the 
Senate to argue the merits of their case. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am delighted to 
yield to the able and distinguished Sena
tor from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I wonder if the Sen
ator from Georgia sees any equity 1n 
making the provisions of the pending bill 
apply to Flue-cured tobacco this year but 
not to burley tobacco until next year, in 
spite of the fact that all the Flue-cured 
tobacco producers in my State have al
ready planted, and many of the farmers 
in the Senator's State have already 
planted, our two States being the prin
cipal ones which produce the type of 
tobacco under discussion, type 14, which 
is not in surplus and which has not con
tributed to building up the present 
problem. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The distinguished 
Senator from Florida is eminently cor
rect. The bill is utterly and entirely dis
criminatory, because the farmers who 
have not contributed to the surplus 
would be the ones who would be penal
ized. As my friend from Florida knows, 
in his State the farmers have already 
transplanted their tobacco plants to the 
field and the plants are now growing. In 
my State the same thing would have 
happened except for the unfavorable 
weather we have been experiencing 1n 
the way of abnormal rainfall. Although 
some of the farmers in our State have 
transplanted their tobacco, a great many 
have not. However, they have produced 
the plant, they have prepared the ground, 
they have laid off the rows, they have 
bought the insecticides, they have pur
chased the fertilizer, and they have made 
every plan and every preparation to 
plant. Last fall they voted overwhelm
ingly for one system, proposed by the 
Department of Agriculture. Now Con
gress says, "We are not going to keep 
faith with you. We w111 change the sys
tem, even though your tobacco may be 
in the ground, and even though you have 
bought your fertilizer, and even though 
you have planted your seed." In spite . 
of all that, the Government is now will
ing to say, "We will change all this. You 
cannot rely on what we told you last 
fall." This propasition is absolutely and 
completely inequitable. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am glad to yield 
further to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that in 
the case of burley tobacco, Senators rep
resenting those areas were much wiser 
in insisting that the bill should not be 
made applicable to their product until 
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next year, to give the producers an op
portunity to adjust themselves to the 
situation? 

Mr. TALMADGE. Yes; to achieve a 
period of a<,ijustment for themselves and 
to see how it would affect them. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that 
burley tobacco is planted even later, and 
would not be in the same inequitable 
situation, so far as having already been 
planted is concerned, in which the pro
ducers in my State and in the State so 
ably represented by the Senators from 
Georgia would find themselves if the 
bill were enacted? 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en
tirely correct. I do not believe that any 
burley tobacco plants are in the ground. 
On the other hand, at least two States, 
and probably three States, have made 
substantial plantings of Flue-cured 
tobacco. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that 
even if the bill were passed and approved 
by the President in the minimum time, 
say, the last part of this week or some 
time next week, there would still be re
quired time for the holding of a 
referendum to displace and supplant the 
referendum of last December, in which 
the Flue-cured tobacco producers voted 
by a two-thirds majority to cut their 
acreage by 19 % percent rather than 
continue to produce the surplus? 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is en
tirely correct. No matter how speedily 
the bill is enacted into law, and no mat
ter how speedily the Department of Agri
culture may order a further referendum 
on the subject, by that time at least two
thirds or perhaps even three-fourths of 
all the Flue-cured tobacco in the entire 
United States will have been planted. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. TALMADGE. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator 

think this is an equit~ble way to ap
proach such a revolutionary change in a 
long-established quota system like this? 

Mr. TALMADGE. There is no sem
blance of equity about it. The Senator 
well knows that after the crops are in 
the ground it is not possible to change the 
system. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
I have not seen this kind of inequitable 
approach made on the floor or in com
mittee in this whole field of agricultural 
production in the 15 or so years that I 
have served on the committee. I regret 
that this approach is being made in con
nection with the pending bill. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I agree with the 
Senator. I compliment him for his valu
able contribution. 

The farm leadership in Georgia and · 
Florida is wholeheartedly supporting the 
pending litigation. I know these men to 
be leve:headed, foresighted people who 
favor the tobacco support program so 
long as it is fairly administered and 
serves the purpose intended by Congress. 
However, at the same time, they are not 
men who will lie down and accept the 
current program which can only lead to 
economic disaster and ruin for the Flue
cured tobacco producing areas. The bill 
which I have introduced to provide for 

the apPortionment of tobacco marketing 
quotas to those farmers who produce 
marketable Flue-cured tobacco would 
correct the flaws and defects in the old 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 and 
provide a solution to the complex tobacco 
problem. ' 

The bill provides for apPortionment of 
the national marketing quota for Flue
cured tobacco in a manner designed to 
incr"ease allotments of farms producing 
tobacco for the market and decrease al
lotments of farms producing tobacco for 
the price support program. 

Under the bill each Flue-cured tobacco 
farm would start with a base consisting 
of the product of its previous year's acre
age allotment and its normal yield--or 
its marketing quota, if acreage allot
ments had not been established. This 
base would be reduced by one-fifth of 
the quantity of tobacco put under price 
support from the farm. The national 
marketing quota--less the reserve for 
new farms and small farms-would then 
be apportioned among farms in accord
ance with their bases, so that farms 
whose bases had been reduced would re
ceive less, and farms whose bases had 
not been reduced would receive more. 

Farm allotments might be made on 
either a poundage or acreage basis. If 
on a poundage basis, the amount appor
tioned to the farm as just described 
would constitute the farm marketing 
quota. If on an acreage basis, the 
poundage appo:r-tionment just described 
would be converted to an acreage allot
ment by multiplying it by the normal 
yield for the farm. The farm marketing · 
quota would then be the actual yield of 
the acreage allotment. 

Section 1 of the bill adds a new section 
313A to the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938. 

Subsection (a) of new section 313A 
provides for use of the method of ap
portionment just described for Flue
cured tobacco, if marketing quotas have 
been in effect for the preceding year. In 
such case it would supersede the appor
tionment method now prescribed by sec
tion 313 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938; except that section 313(d), 
which permits the transfer of market
ing quotas in such manner as the Secre
tary may prescribe, and section 313 (i), 
which permits increases in allotments or 
quotas when necessary to meet demands 
for particular types, would continue to 
be applicable. Section 313 would con
tinue to be effective for Flue-cured to
bacco whenever marketing quotas had 
not been in effect for the previous year. 

The computation of each farm base 
would begin with its acreage allotment-
or marketing quota if acreage allotments 
were not in eff ect--for the marketing 
year preceding the marketing year for 
which the apportionment is to be made. 
Thus, for example, the 1965 acreage 
allotment would be used in computing 
the farm base for apportionment of the 
marketing quota for the 1966 crop. 
Where an acreage allotment is used in 
computation of the base, it is converted 
to pounds by multiplying it by the nor
mal yield. "Normal yield" is a term now 
used in sections 314 and 316 of the law, 

but it is not defined, being left to the 
Secretary to determine. 

The next step in the computation of 
the farm base is to subtract the amount 
of tobacco from the farm which was put 
under price support during the most re
cent marketing year for which such in
formation is available for all farms. 
Such information is not now available 
and probably. could not be made avail
able for crops prior to the 1965 crop. 
The Secretary would have to keep ade
quate records for the 1965 crop, but it ap
pears probable that these records would 
not be available in time to be taken into 
account in apportioning quotas for the 
1966 crop. The 1966 marketing quota 
for Flue-cured tobacco must be pro
claimed not later than December 1, 1965, 
and the referendum must be held within 
30 days thereafter; but 1965 crop Flue
cured tobacco may still be going under 
price support during December. It is 
probable therefore that the farm bases 
used in making the apportionment for 
1966 under the bill would not be reduced 
by reason of tobacco being put under 
price support in 1965; but the bases used 
in apportioning the 1967 quota would be 
so reduced. 

There would be no State marketing 
quotas or allotments. The national 
marketing quota, less the reserve, would 
be apportioned directly to farms on the 
basis of farm bases. 

Subsection <b> of new section 313A 
provides for a reserve similar to that 
provided by section 313(c) for the pres
ent method of apportionment. Up to 
5 percent of the national quota could be 
apportioned to small farms and farms 
having no farm bases on the basis of the· 
factors now set out in section 313(c). · 
The amount apportioned to a farm hav
ing no base could not exceed 75 percent 
of the amount apportioned under subsec
tion (a) for farms which are similar 
with respect to the allotment factors. 

Subsection (c) of new section 313A 
provides that if a farm markets less than 
its full marketing quota, its marketing 
quota for the next marketing year, com
puted as provided in subsections (a) 
and (b) would be increased by the 
amount of the deficiency-but the in
crease could not exceed 100 percent of 
the quota as computed under subsections 
(a) and (b). This would give a farmer 
who had a crop failure in one year the 
chance to make it up the next year. If 
a farm exceeded its quota, its marketing 
quotas for succeeding years would be re
duced until the total reductions equaled 
the excess. This penalty would be in 
addition to the marketing penalty im
posed on the marketing of the excess. 

The increases or decreases in market
ing quotas or acreage allotments result
ing from the application of subsection 
(c) would not be taken into account in 
computing farm bases for subsequent 
years. Thus if a farm marketing quota 
of 5,000 pounds computed under sub
section (a) was increased to 7,500 
pounds, the farm base for the next year 
would be computed as though the farm 
marketing quota had been 5,000 
pounds-and, if acreage allotments had 
been established, as though the farm 
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acreage allotment had been 5,000 pounds 
divided by the normal yield for the farm. 

Subsection (d) of new section 313A 
authorized the Secretary to convert farm 
marketing quotas to acreage allotments 
on the basis of farm normal yields. At 
present the Secretary has somewhat 
similar authority tinder section 313(g) to 
provide for acreage allotments by con
verting State marketing quotas to State 
acreage allotments and apportioning 
them to farms. As in section 313(g), 
-when acreage allotments are used, the 
actual production of the farm acreage 
allotment constitutes the farm market
ing quota. 

Subsection (e) of new section 313A 
applies provisions of section 313(g), 
modified as necessary, to the new appor
tionment method. These provide for re
ductions in farm acreage allotments 
(farm marketing quotas in certain 
cases) for falsely identifying tobacco, 
failing to furnish proof of disposition, 
participating in false reports, or produc
ing two crops on the same acreage. 

Section 2 amends the heading of sec
tion 313 to indicate that it is not ap
plicable when marketing quotas are ap
portioned in the manner provided by the 
bill. 

Section 3 provides that the bill shall 
become effective beginning with the 1966 
crop. As indicated above, it would ·prob
ably not be fully effective until the 1967 
crop, since the price support data to be 
used in reducing farm bases would prob
ably not be available in time to be ap
plied to the 1966 crop apportionment. 

Mr. President, the substitute which I 
have proposed for myself and the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida would 
not penalize the producers of Flue-cured 
tobacco who are producing a high qual
ity tobacco that finds a ready, willing, 
and available buyer in the marketplace. 
It would, however, reduce the produc
tion of the tobacco for farmers who pro
duce an inferior quality tobacco that has 
been going into the commodity stabili
zation program in recent years in enor
mous quantities. 

In order to enlighten my colleagues 
and reveal the true nature of the situ
ation, I hold in my hand some diagrams. 
The small amount shown in the left
hand column of the diagram is type 14 
tobacco and verifies the fact that only 
a slight percentage of its production re
ceives support. The other types of Flue".' 
cured tobacco are indicated by the tall 
columns, representing a much higher 
percentage of price-supported produc
tion. 

The same situation has been ·true, 
without exception, for 17 years. 

It is unfair and discriminatory to pen
alize the producers of tobacco who have 
sold their tobacco merely because others 
have produced an inferior quality of to
bacco that has not found a marketplace. 

The bill, if enacted, would reverse a 
lawsuit that has been won by the farmers 
of Georgia and South Carolina. The 
law applicable to the lawsuit is found on 
page 192 of the hearings, which each 
Senator will find on his desk. 

Section 301 (b) of the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1938 provides-

CXI-443 

DEFINITIONS APPLICABLE TO ONE OR MORE 
COMMODITIES 

For the purpose of this title, "tobacco" 
means one of the kinds of tobacco listed 
below comprising the type specified as classi
fied in Service and Regulatory Announce
ments Numbered 118 of the Bureau of Agri
cultural Economics of the Department. 

Flue-cured tobacco, comprising types 11, 
12, 13, and 14. 

A portion of that act reads as follows: 
Provided, That any one or more of the 

types comprising any such kind of tobacco 
shall be treated as a "kind of tobacco" for 
the purposes of this Act if the Secretary finds 
there is a difference in supply and demand 
conditions as among such types of tobacco 
which results in a difference in the adjust
ments needed in the marketings thereof in 
order to maintain supplies in line with de
mand. 

That is the law that the farmers of 
Georgia and South Carolina tested in 
Federal court and won. That is the de
cision that Congress is now being asked 
to overrule. If it is overruled, the farm
ers who have been producing tobacco for 
the marketplace, and not for a Govern
ment warehouse, will be penalized. The 
tobacco farmers in that region have an 
average allotment of about 2 acres. In 
many instances, that allotment provides 
their sole monetary income for an entire 
year. If those people are penalized, 
those who are among the lowest income 
group in the United States will be pe
nalized. 

We are being asked to pass poverty 
programs, and we have passed several of 
them. I certainly favor eliminating pov
erty wherever that can conceivably be 
done. But in this area, the tobacco 
farmers are working. They are trying 
to earn a living by the sweat of their 
brows on their -own farms, their own 
small, humble plots of ground. In the 
bill, we are asked, at one fell swoop, to 
put them into a more poverty-stricken 
class for the benefit of the great many 
farmers who produce large volumes of 
tobacco of an inferior quality. 

I asked one witness who appeared be
fore our committee what his tobacco al
lotment was. His answer was, "I don't 
know; several hundred acres." 

I said, "Do you mean to tell me that 
you do not know what your tobacco allot
ment is? Every farmer in my State 
knows within a fraction of an acre what 
his allotment is." 

It developed upon further inquiry that 
the particular so-called farmer had a to
bacco allotment of 2,200 acres. That is 
the type of people who are requesting 
that Congress impose further restrictions 
on the humble small farmers who have 
already planted their crops, who have al
ready nurtured them in the ground, who 
have been into the courts of the United 
States--the district courts and the cir
cuit courts of appeals-and have won 
their lawsuit. Now we are asked to re
verse the result of that lawsuit by an act 
of Congress. We are asked to penalize 
further those humble small farmers for 
the benefit of the man who had a 2,200 
allotment but did not even know what 
size allotment he had. "Several hun
dred acres," was his evasive answer. 

I hope the Senate will do no such in
justice or inequity. I hope the Senate 
will approve the amendment in the na
ture of a substitute which I have offered 
in my behalf and in behalf of the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I com
pliment and congratulate the distin
guished Senator from Georgia on his 
fine presentation of a case that has real 
equity and yet is being presented to the 
Senate with only seven Senators in the 
Chamber, including the Presiding Officer, 
the distinguished Senator from New 
York [Mr. KENNEDY]. It is a pity that 
'When a matter which strikes at the 
money income of a great many thousand 
small people is being considered by the 
Senate, we find ourselves unable to 
reach the ears of Senators who, I know, 
want to do the equitable thing. There 
is only one equitable thing that could be 
done in this case. 

My own State of Florida is a very small 
producer of Flue-cured tobacco. Ac
cording to the testimony in the hearing 
record, some 5,200 Florida farmers pro
duce Flue-cured tobacco on a total of 
about 12,000 acres. That is a little more 
than 2 acres per farmer, on the average. 
Many farmers have less than 2 acres. 

Flue-cured tobacco is the principal 
money crop of a great many of our peo
ple who live in that part of Florida which 
does not have the advantage of a thriv
ing tourist industry, which does not have 
the advantage of a tremendous vegetable 
and fruit production, but which is largely 
dependent upon the production of staple 
crops. Flue-cured tobacco is the prin
cipal money . crop, as I have already 
stated, for some thousands of mighty 
good Americans who happen to be pro
ducers of that kind of tobacco in 
Florida. 

A somewhat comparable situation 
exists in Georgia, except that Georgia 
has approximately five times as great a 
production of Flue-cured tobacco, and 
something like five times as many fami
lies are directly affected by this prob
lem, as compared with the situation in 
my own State of Florida. 

In South Carolina, we cannot break 
down the number of producers of Flue
cured tobacco of type 14, the kind which 
is produced in Georgia and Florida, as 
compared with those who produce other 
types of tobacco, but several thousand 
producers in South Carolina produce 
Flue-cured tobacco of type 14, which I 
shall speak about in a moment, and 
which has been so ably discussed by the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. TALMADGE], who certainly knows 
this industry from top to bottom, and 
has shown that knowledge as Governor 
of his State-and he was a great Gover
nor. He has shown it for years in the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
where he has been the principal spokes
man for the Flue-cured tobacco pro
ducers. 

This trouble was caused not by the 
producers of type 14 tobacco, but by the 
producers of other types of Flue-cured 
tobacco. In order that the RECORD may 
clearly show that what I am about to say 
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is correct, I shall ask for the inclusion in 
the RECORD as a part of my remarks of 
two or three of the portions of compila
tions appearing in the record· of commit-
tee hearings. . 

On page 173 of the hearings, the third 
of the tables that are included shows the 
following: 

Proportion of production by type going 
into stabilization corporation storage (per
cent). 

This covers the years beginning with 
1961 and continuing through 1964, with 
the understanding that as to 1964 the :fig
ures are estimates all the way through. 
But I believe they are substantially cor
rect because that has been the case every 
yea~ that we have obtained these data 
from the well-operated tobacco division 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

It appears that in 1961 the percentage 
of tobaccos of the five types which com
prise Flue-cured tobacco, which went to 
the Stabilization Corporation-that is, 
into Government warehouse~was not 
greatly variant. It ran all the way from 
2.8 to 8.1 percent, but nothing like the 
variance that has occurred since that 
time. . 

Beginning with 1962, Senators will 
note that as to type 14 tobacco, every 
year, only a minor percentage of the 
percentage of the production has gone 
into Government warehouses. For in
stance in 1962, 2.6 percent of type 14 
tobacdo went to the Government; in 
1963, 3 percent; in 1964, 1.7 percent; or 
a total average of about 2.9 percent. 

I state again that the :figure for 1964 
is an estimate. Therefore, that makes 
the average somewhat of an estimate, 
although it must be almost correct. 

If we consider each of the other types 
of tobacco not produced in Florida, not 
produced in Georgia, and not produced 
in the southern part of South Carolina, 
we shall see an entirely different picture. 

As to type 13, in 1962, 10.8 percent of 
that type went to the Government ware
houses. In 1963, it was 13.2 percent. In 
1964, it was 13.8 percent. That is an 
average of 12.6 percent. 

As to type 12, it was 16.5 percent in 
1962, 14.9 percent for 1963, and 28.6 per
cent for 1964. That is an average of 
2-0.0 percent for the 3 years. 

If we go to type llB, it was 20.4 per
cent for 1962, 23.3 percent for 1963, and 
20.6 percent for 1964. That is an aver
age of 21.4 percent. 

As to type 1 lA, which has been the 
biggest off ender of all, 32.2 percent in 
1962 went to the Government; 45.8 per
cent went to the Government ware
houses in 1963, and 21.3 percent in 196-l. 
That is an average of 33.1 percent 1n 
those particular years. 

I call attention to this fact because if 
one wishes to turn now to the next ex
hibit, found on pages 105 and 106 of the 
printed record, he will find the reason 
why the other types of tobacco have been 
building up heavy surpluses in the Gov
ernment warehouses. They are the 
types which ought to contribute out of 
propartion to the solving of this catas
trophe which they have brought on the 
Flue-cured tobacco industry. For in-

stance, the compilation on page 105 
shows the figure with reference to Flor
ida type 14. It shows that, whereas in 
1961 we produced in our State an aver
age of 1,850 pounds per acre, we were 
still at about that :figure in 1964. We 
were producing 1,765 pounds per acre. 
As to the total production, we had 
brought it down from a total of 25,900,-
000 pounds to a total of 22,239,000 
pow1ds. 

That shows rather clearly that we had 
not only not heavily built up our produc
tion per acre, but that we had also not 
built up the total produced. That was 
one of the reasons why our tobacco was 
still a superior type, l 's and 2's, and 
was taken by the buyers on the tobacco 
market. 

Let us look at the :figures for Georgia. 
For 1961, it will be noted that the farm
ers in Georgia produced 1,930 pounds 
per acre, as against 1,930 pounds, or that 
same average, for 1964. 

If we look across the table to see the 
volume produced in that great State, the 
total volume went from 136 million 
pounds in 1961 down to 122.5 million in 
1964. In other words, in the States of 
Florida and Georgia, where type 14 to
bacco was being produced, and where 
the tobacco found a ready market, sold 

·.for a good price, and did not have to en
cumber Government warehouses, there 
was not an effort to step up heavily the 
production per acre, which we find in 
.the great State so ably represented by 
my distinguished friend, the junior Sen
ator from North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN]. 

If we . look at the North Carolina 
:figures, we find a very di:f!erent situation. 
In 1961, in North Carolina, the average 
production of . type 11 per acre was 1,670 
pounds per acre. If we look at the year 
1964, we find that the average production 
per acre had been forced up to 2,150 
pounds per acre, or an increase of nearly 
500 pounds per acre in those 3 years. 

If we look at the total production, we 
see what happened. From a production 
of 303,940,000 pounds of type 11 tobacco 
in 1961, the North Carolina Flue-cured 
tobacco farmers had increased their pro
duction to a total of 352,600,000 pounds, 
or a total of nearly 50 million pounds in
crease in production in those 3 years. 

If we look at the next tabulation, we 
find that in North Carolina for type 12 
production, the farmers producing that 
type in 1961 produced an average of 1,875 
pounds per acre, whereas, in 1964, they 
had forced the average production up to 
2,375 pounds per acre, or an average of 
500 pounds per acre increase in the pro
duction of type 12. 

If we look across the table to see the 
total volume of type 12 tobacco produced 
in that great State, the Tarheel State, 
we find that the farmers in North Caro
lina produced 421 million pounds plus 
of type 12 tobacco in 1961, whereas, in 
1964, they produced 479 million pounds 
plus, or an increase of 58 million pounds 
in that particular type alone in 3 years. 

I do not like to burden the RECORD 

with these facts, but they are facts. 
They ought to appear in the RECORD. 
They show clearly who has trespassed, 
and who has abused the protective cloak 

which Congress has tried tO give the pro
ducers of Flue-cured tobacco to ·put 
around their shoulders. It shows who 
should receive a penalty, rather· than 
placing the penalty upon those who do 
not deserve .it. ~ , 

If we look ~t page 106, we find what 
happened in the great State of North 
Carolina in the production of type 13 
tobacco in those same years. In 1961, 
the average type 13 tobacco produced in 
North Carolina was 1,900 pounds, as 
against 2,350 pounds per acre in 1964. 
The total volume of production of that 
kind of tobacco had gone up in those 
3 years from 106,400,000 pounds to 117,-
500,000 pounds. 

Figures of this kind do not lie; they tell 
the facts. They reveal that the produc
ers of Flue-cured tobacco in North Car
olina, notwithstanding the fact that I 
am sure they met the acreage quotas by 
having to cut down their acreage as the 
acreage allotments were given, neverthe
less did two things. They not only piled 
on the fertilizer and planted the tobacco 
closer together, but they also utilized
and this is the pitiful point-a new 
planting of tobacco turned out by a . 
couple of nurseries, which planting was 
designed to greatly outproduce in pound
age per acre that which had been pro
duced before. 

The record shows these things. I am 
only asking whether it is fair or equitable 
to put this particular hardship upon 
those who have not produced this catas
trophe of tremendous warehouse sup
plies and oversurplus production. Why is 
it fair to place the penalty upon those 
who have not contributed to it, those 
who have been able to sell their crop for 
money on the barrelhead in their mar
kets to the degree shown by the figures 
which I quoted? 

In case I have not asked to do so, I 
ask unanimous consent that the table 
shown at page 173 of the hearings, part 
of which I quoted-the third compilation 
on page 173-be printed in the RECORD as 
a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
TABLE 5.-Production and accumulations o/ 

Stabilization Cor poration stocks of Flue
cured tobacco, by types, 1961-64 1 

1961 1962 1963 1964 Total 
-------1--1--------
Proportion of pro

duction by t ype go
ing into Stabiliza
t ion Corp . storage 

(percent) : 4. 1 2. 6 3. 0 2 1. 7 2 2. 9 

~~ ~~= == ======== 2. 8 10. 8 13. 2 213. 8 210. 5 
T ype 12______ _____ 8.1 16. 5 14. 9 228. 6 2 17. 6 
Type llb _________ 4.2 20.4 2-0.3 220. 6 218.0 
Type lla__________ 7. 1 32. 2 45. 8 221. 3 2 27. 5 

TotaL __ ________ 5.6 16.9 20. 3 219. 3 216. 1 

1 Sources: " F lue-Cured Tobacco Market Review," 
TOB-FL-7 AMS USDA, Washington, DC., March 
1964· "Flue-bured Tobacco Market .8 eview," TOB-FL-
6, AMS, USDA, Washington, D.C. March 19~; "To
b acco Situation," TS-110 EBS, USDA, Washington~ 
D .C ., December 1964; and "News L:etter," Flue-Curea 
T obacco Stabilization Corp., R aleigh, N .C ., J an. 4, 
1965. 

2 Preliminary. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that the various 
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tables from which I quoted on pages 105 showing Georgia, type 14, and the three There being no objections, the .tables 
and 106 be placed in the REcoRD; namely, covering North Carolina, type 11, type were ordered to be printed in the RECoRD, 
the one covering Florida,- type 14; and 12, and type 13. as follows: 

U.S. Flue-cured tobacco: Average, yield pe1 acre, production, price per pound, and crop value by types within States, 1956-61, 

FLORIDA, TYPE 14 
r 

Year Acreage Yield 
p~r acre 

Produc- Price 
tion per pound 

Crop 
value 

Year Acreage Yield 
per acre 

Produc- Price Crop 
value 

--'--------1-----1-----·l----·1----·1----) - : . ~ . 

1956--~- - - -- - - - - -- - - ---
1957 _______ ----- -- -- - - -
1958 ____ -- - ---- -- -- - -- -
1959 ______________ -- -- -
1960 _____ ------------- -

,, 

1956 ____ --- -- ---- --- ---
1957 _____ - ------ -- -- -- -
1958 ____ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
1959 _______ -- ---- - --- --
1960 _____ ---- - --- - -----

1956 _____ - ----------- --
1957 ______ ----------- --
1958 ____ - -- --- -- ----- - -
1959 _________ ---- ------
1960 _____ - --- ---- -- ----

' 

1956 __________ -- - - - - ---
1957 __________ -- -------
1958 ________ --- -- ----- -
1959 ______ -- --- ------- -
1960 _________________ --

1956 __________ ---------
1957 ______________ ---- -
1958 _____ ----- -- -------
1959 __________ -- -- -----
1960 _______ _ ---- -------

1 Preliminary. 

l o 

Acres 
17, 700 
11,400 
11, 100 
13, 900 
13,800 

88, 000 
63,000 
58, 000 
69,000 
70, 000 

227, 000 
170,000 
163, 000 
180,000 
179, 000 

282,000 
218, 000 
213, 000 
223, 000 
223, 000 

70, 000 
55, 000 
53, 000 
55,500 
55,500 

Pounds 
1, 225 
1,350 
1,485 
1,395 
1,595 

1,455 
1,290 
1,545 
1,520 
1, 845 

1, 525 
1,355 
1, 570 
1,450 
1,630 

1, 760 
1, 535 
1,825 
1,550 
1,980 

1, 700 
1,560 
1, 740 
1, 735 
1, 920 

1,000 
pounds 

21, 682 
15,390 
16,484 
19, 390 
22, 011 

128, 040 
81, 270 
89,610 

104,880 
129, 150 

346, 175 
230,350 
255, 910 
261, 000 
291, 770 

496,320 
334,630 
388, 725 
345, 650 
441,540 

119, 000 
85,800 
92, 220 
96, 292 

106,560 

' 

Cents 
48.5 
56. 7 
57.3 
59.8 
57.2 

48.5 
56.1 
57. 5 
58.1 
56.8 

1 000 
dollars 

10, 516 
8, 726 
9,445 

11, 595 
12, 590 

1961._ ____ ---- ~ -- ------
1962 _____ -- - - --- - ____ ·_ -

~~: ~=~---~~======== = === ~ : 

GEORGIA, TYPE 14 

62, 099 1961_ ___ -- - - - - - - - -- - -- -
45, 592 1962 ____ - - - - -- - - - --- ---
51, 526 1963 l_ - --- -- ----------
60, 935 19641 _________________ 1• 
73,357 

NORTH CAROLINA, TYPE 11 

50. 2 173, 780 1961 ____ -- - - - - ------- --
53. 8 123, 928 1962 _____ -- - - - - -- ---- - -
57. 6 147,404 1963 l _________________ 

55.2 144, 072 1964 l_ :. --------------
60.4 176, 229 

NORTH CAROLINA, TYPE 12 

51. 8 257,094 1961 ______ - - -- - - - -- - -- -
54.8 183,377 1962 ____ ------ - -- - - --- -
57. 7 224, 294 1963 l _________________ 

58. 7 202,897 1964 l_ - ---- -----------
61. 2 270, 222 

NORTH CAROLINA, TYPE 13 

55.0 65, 450 1961 ____ -- - --- ---- -----
59.6 51, 137 1962 _____ -- -- -- ---- ----
60.3 55,609 19631 _________________ 

62.4 60, 086 1964 l ______________ _. __ 

62.2 66,280 

Source: Compiled from reports of the Agricultural Estimates Division. SRS. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, it is 
also a lamentable fact that growers right 
across North Carolina, in Virginia, did 
the same thing. If Senators will look at 
the last part of that page, on page 106 of 
the hearing record, they will find the 

compilation covering Virginia, type 11. 
They will find that the per acre produc
tion went from 1,580 in 1961 to 2,100 in 
1964, and that total production went 
from 111 million pounds in 1961 to 132 
million pounds in 1964. 

Acres 
14, 000 
14,800 
14, 000 
12,600 

70, 500 
74, 000 
70, 500 
63,500 

182, 000 
191, 000 
182, 000 
164,000 

225, 000 
234, 000 
223,000 
202, 000 

56, 000 
58, 000 
55,500 
50,000 

Pounds 
1,850 
1,960 
1,845 
1, 765 

1,930 
1, 975 
2,025 
1,930 

1,670 
1,860 
1, 790 
2,150 

1,875 
1,825 
2,140 
2,375 

1,900 
2,250 
2, 120 
2,350 

tion per p<iund 

1,000 
pounds 

25, 900 
29, 008 
25,830 
22,239 

136,065 
146, 150 
142, 762 
122, 500 

303, 940 
355,260 
325, 780 
·352,600 

421, 875 
427,050 
477, 220 
479, 750 

106,400 
130, 500 
117,660 
117, 500 

Cents 
60. 6 
56.3 
57.0 

59.0 
57.0 
58.0 

------------

64.2 
60.3 
56.9 

------------

65.5 
59.8 
58. 7 

------------

65.8 
61. 3 
59.6 

------------

1,000 
dollars 

15,695 
16; 332 
14, 723 

80, 278 
83,306 
82,802 

------------

195,129 
214,222 
185,369 

------------

276,328 
255,376 
280,128 . 

------------

70,011 
79, 996 
70,125 

------------

I ask unanimous consent that that 
particular tabulation, covering Virginia 
type 11, be printed in the RECORD at this 
paint. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 

U.S. Flue-cured tobacco: Average yield per acre, production, price per pound, and crop value by types within States, 1956-64 

VIRGINIA, TYPE 11 

Year Acreage Yield 
per acre 

Produc- Price Crop value 
tion per pound 

Year Acreage Yield 
per acre 

Produc- Price Crop value 

Acres Pounds 1,000pounds Cents 1,000 dollars 1956 ______________ ___ -- 88,000 1,560 137, 280 52.8 72,484 1961_ __ ---------------
1957 _________ _______ _ -- 67,000 1,470 98,490 51. 2 50,427 1962 _______ ------------1958 ___________________ 

65, 000 1,640 106,600 57, 9 61, 721 1963 -----------------1959 __________________ 70,500 1,560 109, 980 54.4 59,829 1964 -----------------1960 ____________ ______ _ 
70,000 1,590 111,300 59.4 66, 112 

Mr. HOLLAND. Anyone with an ob
jective mind, trying to do the right thing, 
is of good character, and is trying to 
do the best to do a good job-could not 
look at the record without coming nec
essarily to the conclusion that there is 
only one reason why the surplus has been 
built too high. It is because those who 
have produced Flue-cured tobacco other 
than type 14 produced so much that there 
has been no ready market for it, and a 
great quantity of it has had to go into 

Government warehouses. I do not need 
to expand on that fact. The figures 
speak for themselves. There is no doubt 
that that is the case. 

It is because that is the case that I 
feel, in the first instance, that the pro
posed law would be unfortunate and un-
fair. · 

The second reason why I feel it would 
be unfair has to do with the fact that, 
no matter how speedily the Congress en
acts the bill under pressure from the ad-

tion per pound 

Acres Pounds 1,000pounds Cents 1,000 dollars 
70, 500 1,580 111, 390 63.5 70, 733 
73, 500 1, 760 129,360 62.0 80, 203 
69,000 1, 725 119, 025 54.0 64,274 
63,000 2,100 132,300 ------------ ------------

ministration, and under the pressure of 
the Department handling the matter, the 
Department of Agriculture, we must all 
remember that the Under Secretary is a 
North Carolinian. He appeared at our 
committee hearings. The head of the 
CCC organization which buys in this 
product and has it under his jurisdiction 
is another North Carolinian. I would 
not charge them with having said any
thing falsely before our committee. 
They know the situation in their State 
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and realize what it is. They are bound 
to be most sympathetic to the situation 
there. They have shown that sympathy 
by bringing in this kind of legislation at 
this time. 

The same group of officials last fall 
proposed an entirely different sort of 
procedure. They suggested that the 
acreage be cut by 19% percent. They 
submitted a referendum to the producers 
of Flue-cured tobacco. Senators know 
that such a referendum has to be ap
proved by some two-thirds of the grow
ers before it can be put into effect. It 
was so approved. It has been followed by 
those who have planted, including many 
in my own State, including many in the 
adjoining State of Georgia. It will have 
covered everyone. It has to be approved 
by Congress. A large number of amend
ments have to be considered by the other 
body. Then it has to go to the President 
and be signed. It then becomes the sub
ject of a referendum. This is not a first 
impression referendum. It is a referen
dum to set aside the 19%-percent acre
age cut which has been already voted, 
and would supplant that with one which 
would combine the acreage and tonnage 
features. 

If any Senator wishes to correct me if 
I am not accurate in my statement, I 
will yield for him to do so; but, as I re
call i't, they expected to submit the pro
posal of a cut of 10 percent in acreage, 
rather than 19% percent, and with a 
poundage control such as is embraced in 
this measure. 

So it is proposed, with all the haste 
that can be generated in such a bill, as 
a bill hereafter to be effective, when 
much of the acreage has been planted, 
to race that onto the floor of the House 
and to race it to a referendum, and then 
ask the tobacco growers to vote on it, 
knowing full well that the vat es of those 
in North Carolina and southern Virginia 
are enough to adopt this particular 
measure. 

Everybody knows that. We know 
what we are confronted with. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena
tor from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the differ
ence between the substitute amendment 
which has been offered and the bill as 
reported by the committee? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I would be glad to an
swer that, but I yield to the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], who is more 
familiar with it. I would be glad to 
try to answer, but I am afraid I would 
leave out something important. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The bill as re
ported by the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry and as submitted by the 
House would require every farmer to 
have a poundage quota as well as an 
acreage allotment, whereas the substi
tute that has been proposed by the Sen
ator from Florida and myself would di
rect the Secretary of Agriculture to re
duce the quota, either by acreage or 
poundage, of the farmer who produces 
a surplus that goes into the Govern
ment warehouse. The penalty would 
properly be paid on farmers who pro
duce an inferior tobacco, and not on 
farmers who produce a tobacco finding 

a ready, willing, and able buyer on the 
marketplace. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What effect, if any, 
would the bill as reported by the com
mittee have upon the farmers in Florida 
and Georgia? 

Mr. TALMADGE. It would have a 
very substantial effect. First, it would 
nullify a lawsuit those farmers have won 
in the U.S. district court and again in 
the circuit court of appeals. That law
suit was won by those farmers in a unan
imous decision. 

Second, it would change the method of 
allocating acreage and poundage even 
after those farmers had planted a crop 
already growing in the field. It would 
be an inconceivable proposal to require 
different acreage and poundage require
ments after the farmers were authorized 
last December to do what they have 
now done. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. In the event the 
amendment offered by the Senators from 
Georgia and Florida is adopted, will there 
be any restrictions either by acreage or 
poundage on the growers of Flue-cured 
tobacco? 

Mr. TALMADGE. Yes. The Secre
tary of Agriculture would be authorized 
and directed to reduce the marketing 
quota of the individual ·farmer in direct 
ratio to the amount of tobacco he con
tributed to the surplus that went into 
commodity stabilization. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I correctly under
stand that the purpose of the substitute 
is to impose a penalty upon those who, 
by increased production, create the sur
plus, but that the same penalty would 
also be imposed upon the Georgia and 
Florida growers, except that it would be 
less in degree, being proportionate to the 
increase which contributed to the sur
plus? 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is cor
rect. It would impose a penalty on every 
farmer, on every type of tobacco, in every 
area, if his tobacco went into surplus in 
a Government warehouse instead of into 
a market sale. In other words, it would 
encourage farmers to produce for the 
marketplace and not the Government 
warehouse. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator from Florida 
yield, so that I may elaborate on this 
subject. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KENNEDY of New York in the chair). 
Does the Senator from Florida yield to 
the Senator from North Carolina? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. As 

to the question asked by the Senator 
from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE], the Secretary 
of Agriculture has already ordered a 
19% percent reduction in acreage for 
this year. The bill-regardless of 
whether it passes or not-will involve a 
19%-percent reduction if it passes. If it 
does not pass, it will be the same thing. 
The 19% percent reduction in acreage 
will stand, regardless of whether the bill 
fails or passes. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. TALMADGE. My understanding 
is that one of the amendments offered by 
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. 
COOPER], which was agreed to by the 
committee, would place a ceiling of 10 
percent· on the reduction of any tobacco; 
therefore, his statement is not quite cor
rect. I believe that. the last amendment 
offered by the Senator from Kentucky 
would limit reduction to 10 percent in
stead of 19 % percent. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. If 
the Senator will look it up, he will find 
that the 10 percent was a reduction on 
the displacement of the amount of tobac
co in storage at the present time. In 
other words, the farmer could not dump 
his acreage in any one year, because it 
would completely ruin him. But we con
sidered that the bill would treat the 
farmer better on an acreage-poundage 
bill than it would under the 19 % percent 
cut, because this would restore 12 per
cent of the acreage taken away from the 
farmer under the 19 % percent which he 
would get under the Secretary's order 
at the present time. 

It would put 12 percent of that acreage 
back which the farmer can plant this 
year. He will not have to plant his ·to
bacco so close together, fertilize it so 
heavily, irrigate it, harvest it, or market 
it. This will save him a great deal of 
money and will result in a much better 
grade of tobacco, because he will not be 
forced to grow his tobacco so close to
gether, use high-priced fertilizer, irri
gate it, and do other things which run 
up production costs on tobacco. 

But, regardless of the type of tobacco 
which is grown, there is approximately 
a billion pounds too much tobacco in this 
country. We must reduce our stocks of 
tobacco over a period of years, or the 
whole tobacco program will fold up and 
cause serious trouble. 

I thoroughly agree with the Senator 
about the position of the tobacco farmer 
today. There are 120,000 allotments in 
North Carolina. That is a large num
ber of tobacco farms. That is farm 
allotments, not growers-approximately 
120,000 tobacco farms in North Carolina. 

The land on a tobacco farm averages 
4 acres, and the tobacco farms stretch all 
-along the entire State of North Carolina. 
I suppose this is also the case in Georgia 
and Florida. 

Mr. TALMADGE. About half that. 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. The 

tobacco farms in the State of Georgia 
average 2 acres, I believe. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. This 
bill, as I see it-and I believe I am abso
lutely correct-is designed to save the 
small farmer, not the big farmer, who 
can be hurt badly by the acerage-pound
age bill. Consider a farmer with 4 acres 
planted in ·tobacco this year, which is cut 
19.5 percent-which is nearly 20 percent. 
He winds up with a little over 3 acres. 
He is taking a great cut. If it is cut 
further next year, he will have something 
left; but pretty soon nothing will be left. 

There are thousands of farms in North 
Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia 
which consist of less than 1 acre. Take 
20 percent from that 1 acre and there is 



April 5, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 7009 
not much left to fill a barn· to cure any 
tobacco. The bill would keep the acre
age almost intact. The farmer would be 
working on a formula. 

Let me mention one further point. 
Figures have been quoted from the 1964 
crop. The 1964 crop was an abnormally 
high crop. It was not considered in 
drafting this bill. The committee took 
the 3 highest years of the preceding 5 
years, leaving out the 1964 crop, which 
was an abnormally high yield crop and 
should not have been taken into con
sideration. I believe that answers the 
question. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator from 
Florida yield for the purpose of a ques
tion? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator . from 

North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN] stated that 
whether the bill is or is not passed, by 
order of the Secretary of Agriculture 
there will be a reduction in acreage of 
19% percent; is that correct? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. No; 
that is not exactly correct. I may have 
misstated myself. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Perhaps I misunder
stood. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. If 
the bill does not pass, there will be a 19% 
percent acreage reduction. If it does pass 
and is approved by a two-thirds vote of 
all the farmers-because, remember, the 
farmers themselves must vote on the bill 
or else it will not become effective any
way-if they do vote in the referendum to 
accept the bill, as reported ,by the Senate 
committee, 12 percent of the 19% percent 
acres will be restored to them, in order 
that they might not grow inferior tobacco 
on the small acres and spread it over 
more acres., using less fertilizer, and not 
till the la.nd intensively, as they are doing 
at the present time. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What will be the per
centage of reduction in acreage in the 
event the committee's bill is passed and 
approved? I understand the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN] to 
have stated that if it is not pa.Ssed, the 
reduction will be 19% percent. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina . . The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. But if it is passed, 
there will be an advantage provided to 
the farmer in a quantity-did he say 7 % 
percent? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Caro.Una. Ap-
proximately 12 percent. · 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Approximately 12 
percent. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. In
stead of being cut 19% percent, it would 
be cut 6 or 6 % percent. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, this 
bears out the statement I was making 
that it is designed by the bill to enlarge 
the acreage permitted to be used for pro
duction in 1965. 

There is a statement in the House re
port which I believe makes clear what 
was expected to be done under the bill 
as it was then. It has been slightly 
changed by Senate committee action,. 

The House report states that the na
tional acreage factor will be determined 
by dividing the new 1965 national acre
age allotment by the national acreage 
allotment currently in effect for the 1965 

crop, which goes into tobacco;· namely, 
514,265 acres. This factor would be ap
proximately 1.180, and would restore the 
1965 farm acreage allotment to approxi
mately 95 percent of the 1964 acreage al
lotment, so it would cut out the 19 % per
cent acreage allotment already voted 
by the growers by more than two-thirds 
last December, in order to put in this 
new formula which according to the 
statement in the House report would 
bring up acreage allotments to approxi
mately 95 percent of 1964. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Am I correct in un
derstanding that under the order of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the cut will be 
19 % percent, and under the l;>ill it would 
be approximately 5 to 6 percent? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is sub
stantially correct, except that this was 
not accomplished by order of the Secre
tary of Agriculture, but was accom
plished by an offer of his made to the 
farmers by a referendum, which they ap
proved by more than a two-thirds vote. 
Under approval of that off er the acreage 
for 1965 was to be reduced by 19 % per
cent from the 1964 acreage as to those 
already planted whose crops are already 
grown, of course. That allotment, we 
believe, has been followed. Whether 
everyone has followed it, I do not know, 
but any prudent man would have fol
lowed that new allotment. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. What was at issue 
in the lawsuit that was discussed? 

Mr. HOLLAND. The issue in the law
suit discussed had to do with the failure 
of the Department of Agriculture or the 
Secretary of Agriculture to differentiate 
between type 14 tobacco and the other 
types of Flue-cured tobacco under the 
provisions of the law. 

I am quoting now from the law, sec
tion 301 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act of 1938, as amended: 

SEC. 301. {a) * * *. 
( b) DEFINITIONS APPLICABLE TO ONE OR 

MORE COMMODITIES.-For the purpose of this 
titl.e-

( 15) "Tobacco" means each one of the 
kinds of tobacco listed below comprising the 
types specified as classified in Service and 
Regulatory Announcement Numbered 118 of 
the Bureau of Agricultural Economics of the 
Department: 

Flue-cured tobacco, comprising types 11, 
12, 13, and 14-

Then omitting all the other part of this 
section, which deals with other types of 
tobacco artd with other commodities: 

The provisions of this title shall apply to 
each of such kinds of tobacco severally: Pro
vided, That any one or more of the types com
prising any such kind of tobacco shall be 
treated as a "kind of tobacco" for the pur
poses of this Act if the Secretary finds there 
is a difference in supply and demand condi
tions as among such types of tobacco which 
results in a difference in the adjustments 
needed in the marketing thereof in order to 
maintain supplies in line with demand. 

Mr. President, it was the contention 
of those producers of type 14 tobacco, 
who went first to the district court and 
won their suit there, that the Secretary, 
looking at the figures that have been 
placed in the RECORD by the able Senator 
from Georgia and also by myself, in a 
somewhat different form, will see clearly 

who are the ones who have abused this 
program and who are the ones who have 
built up the tremendous surplus. They 
show clearly and exactly what is re
quired by law, and the Secretary of Agri
culture could have, and in this suit these 
growers claim should have, found that 
"there is a difference in supply and de
mand conditions as among such types 
of tobacco which results in a difference 
in the adjustment needed in the market
ings thereof." 

Judge Scarlett, one of our able district 
court judges-I believe he sits in Savan
nah-ruled with the growers. An appeal 
was taken to the circuit court of appeals, 
at New Orleans. Although the decision 
on the appeal stated that some other 
things had to be done, it made it very 
clear that the Secretary was advised to 
look at the law and at the figures, to see 
if something should not be done in con
nection with the law. 

The case has not come to final hear
ing. The able attorney for the tobacco 
section was before our committee. He 
was asked the question, as I recall, by 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia, 
"Why has not that case been appealed?" 
As I recall, his answer-Senators will 
.have to go to the record to find the exact 
answer-was substantially that the Sec
retary had not decided whether he wished 

· to appeal or, instead, depend upon the 
passage of the proposed legislation, 
which is now before us, which would al
low him to ignore that suit--one thing 
or the other, and not the two together. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Has any thought 

been -given to the insertion of a saving 
clause, so as to protect the rights of the 
litigants in the action that. is pending? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to 
yield in a moment. I hav~. not given 
such thought. I am not a member of 
the subcommittee. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the Sena
tor .from Georgia. I am sure he can give 
the exact answer. 

Mr. TALMADGE. It would change 
the entire method and manner of allo
cating and apportioning tobacco. The 
pending bill would provide an acreage
poundage basis, whereas the existing law 
authorized the Secretary to separate to
bacco by classes, depending upon the 
production. If the Senator from Florida 
will yield for the purpose, I ask unani
mous consent that the statement of Mr. 
Homer 's. Durden, Jr., attorney for the 
Georgia Commodity Commission for To
bacco, of Swainsboro, Ga., at pages 191 
to 195 of the hearings, be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection. 
There being no objection, the state

ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF HOMER S. DURDEN', JR., ATI'OR

NEY FOR THE GEORGIA COMMODI'IY COM
MISSION FOR TOBACCO, SWAINSBORO, GA. 

Mr. DURDEN. My name is Homer s. Dur-
den Jr., of Swainsboro, Ga. I am the attor
ney' for the Georgia Commodity Commission 
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for Tobacco and I am speaking for Mr. Otis 
G. Turner, chairman, who is unable to at
tend this meeting because of illness. 

The Georgia Commodity Commission for 
Tobacco is opposed to this proposed legis
lation on the grounds that first, the law 
already provides for quotas on tobacco on 
the basis of poundage in that the national 
marketing quota is determined by the Secre
tary of Agriculture and he proclaims the 
number of pounds of tobacco for the suc
ceeding year on the basis of poundage which, 
under current law, he may convert to acre
age basis when making the allocation of 
tobacco to the various States. This con
version from poundage as based on the na
tional marketing quota to acreage to the 
individual State quotas is permissive and 
is not mandatory and it is our contention 
and belief that no additional legislation is 
necessary to establish a poundage quota 
basis. 

Further, we oppose the proposed legisla
tion in that no consideration is given to 
the farmers whose crops do not go into 
Stabillzation. In the type 14 belt, less than 
2 percent of the Flue-cured tobacco goes 
into Stabilization. In other belts as much 
as 43.6 percent goes into Stabilization. It 
is the tobacco held in Stabilization that pri
marily constitutes the surplus faced by the 
tobacco industry today. Of the 961 million 
pounds of tobacco held in Stabillzation, ap
proximately 17 million pounds represents 
type 14 Flue-cured tobacco. We strongly 
urge and believe that the quota should be 
adjusted taking into consideration the 
amount a farmer places in Stabilization from 
his production and sale of tobacco, and that 
it is not equitable to cut the quota of farm
ers who are not contributing to surplus in 
the same percentage and amount as for the 
farmer who is contributing to the surplus. 

Rather than new legislation, we feel that 
a proper administration of the current law 
is in order. We are familiar with· the state
ment presented by Mr. William L. Lanier, 
president of the Georgia Farm Bureau Fed
eration, and adopt his presentation as ours. 

I will be glad to answer any questions. I 
realize you are working against a time dead
line. 

Senator JORDAN. We are glad to have you, 
sir. Mr. Lanier made a fine statement yes
terday. Senator TALMADGE? 

Senator TALMADGE. Yes. Mr. Durden, did 
I understand your testimony to be that 
the Secretary of Agriculture now has the au
thority under the present law to set acreage 
quotas in accordance with types? 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. Do you have a copy of 

that act wt th you? 
Mr. DURDEN. In my code. I don't have it 

with me. 
Senator TALMADGE. Will you provide it for 

insertion in the record? 
Mr. DURDEN. I can give you the code sec

tion, Senator. 
Senator JORDAN. We have the code right 

here. What is the section number? 
Mr. DURDEN. 7 u.s.c. 1331 I believe, or 

1313. 
Mr. HARKER T. STANTON (committee coun

sel). Section 30l{b) (15) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 provides that any 
one or more types of tobacco shall be treated 
as a "kind of tobacco" for purposes of the 
act if the Secretary finds there is a difference 
in supply and demand conditions whic)1 re
quires different marketing adjustments. Sec
tion 313 (i) provides for increasing quotas 
and allotments for farms producing par
ticular types of tobacco where necessary to 
make available adequate supplies of those 
types. 

The Secretary also has authority to ap
portion quotas on a poundage basis. 

Sections 313 (a) and (b) provide for the 
proclamation of national marketing quotas 

their apportionment to States and farms on 
a poundage basis. 

Subsection (g), which was added to sec
tion 313 in 1939, authorizes the Secretary of 
Agriculture to convert State marketing 
quotas into State acreage allotments, and 
allot them to farms on a basis similar to 
that provided for the apportionment of 
poundage quotas. 

Mr. DURDEN. That ls permissive. 
Mr. STANTON. Yes. The Secretary has the 

authority to make farm allotments on either 
an acreage basis or a poundage basis. 

Senator TALMADGE. I would like to incor
porate that in the record, if it is your con
tention. 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
{The information submitted by Mr. 

Stanton is as follows:) 

"THE AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ACT OF 1938 
"SEC. 301. {a) * • • 
"(b) Definitions Applicable to One or More 

Commodities.-For the purpose of this 
title--

• 
" ( 15) 'Tobacco' means each one of the 

kinds of tobacco listed below comprising the 
types specified as classified in Service and 
Regulatory Announcement Numbered 118 of 
the Bui-eau of Agricultural Economics of the 
Department: 

"Flue-cured tobacco, comprising types 11, 
12, 13, and 14; 

"Fire-cured tobacco, comprising types 21 , 
22, 23, and 24; 

"Dark air-cured tobacco, comprising types 
35 and 36; 

"Virginia sun-cured tobacco, comprising 
type 37; 

"Burley tobacco, comprising type 31; 
"Maryland tobacco, comprising type 32; 
"Cigar-filler and cigar-binder tobacco, 

comprising types 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 51, 52, 53, 
54, and 55; 

"Cigar-filler tobacco, comprising type 41. 
"The provisions of this title shall apply 

to each of such kinds of tobacco severally: 
Provided, That any one or more of the types 
comprising any such kind of tobacco shall 
be treated as a 'kind of tobacco' for the 
purposes of this Act if the Secretary finds 
there is a difference in supply and demand 
conditions as among such types of tobacco 
which results in a difference in the adjust
ments needed in the marketings thereof in 
order to maintain supplies in line with de
mand: Provided further, That with respect 
to the 1958 and subsequent crops, type 21 
(Virginia) Fire-cured tobacco shall be treated 
as a 'kind of tobacco' for the purposes of all 
of the provisions of this title, except that for 
the purposes of section 312(c) of this title, 
types 21, 22, and 23, Fire-cured tobacco shall 
be treated as one 'kind of tobacco'. 

"APPORTIONMENT OF NATlONAL MARKETING 
QUOTA 

"SEC. 313. {a) The national marketing 
quota for tobacco established pursuant to 
the provisions of section 312, less the amount 
to be allotted under subsection ( c) of this 
section, shall be apportioned by the Secre
tary among the several States on the basis 
of the total production of tobacco in each 
State during the five calendar years imme
diately preceding the calendar year in which 
the quota ls proclaimed (plus in applicable 
years, the normal production on the acreage 
diverted under previous agricultural adjust
ment and conservation programs), with such 
adjµstments as are determined to be neces
sary to make correction for abnormal con
ditions of production, for small farms, and 
for trends in production, giving due consider
ation to seed bed and other plant diseases 
during such five-year period. • • • 

"(b) The Secretary shall provide, through 
the local committees, for the allotment of 
the marketing quota for any State among the 
farms on which tobacco ls produced, on the 

basis of the following: Past marketing of 
tobacco, ma.king due allowance for drought, 

.flood, hail, other abnormal weather condi
tions, plant bed, and other diseases; land, 
labor, and equipment available for the pro
duction of tobacco; crop-rotation practices; 
and the soil and other physical factors af
fecting the production of tobacco: Provided, 
That, except for farms on which for the first 
time in five years tobacco is produced to be 
marketed in the marketing year for which 
the quota is effective, the marketing quota 
for any farm shall not be used less than the 
smaller of either (1) three thousand two 
hundred pounds, in the case of Flue-cured 
tobacco, and two thousand four hundred 
pounds, in the case of other kinds of to
bacco, or (2) the average tobacco production 
for the farm during the preceding three 
years, plus the average normal production 
of any tobacco acreage diverted under agri
cultural adjustment and conservation pro
grams during such preceding three years. 

• • • 
"(g) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of this section, the Secretary on the basis of 
average yield per acre of tobacco for the State 
during the ft ve years last preceding the year 
in which the national marketing quota is 
proclaimed, adjusted for abnormal conditions 
of production, may convert the State mar
keting quota into a State acreage allotment, 
and allot the same through the local commit
tees among farms on the basis of the factors 
set forth in subsection (b), using past acre
age {harvested and diverted) In lieu of the 
past marketing of tobacco; and the Secretary 
on the basis of the national average yield 
during the same period, similarly adjusted, 
may also convert into an acreage allotment 
the amount reserved from the national quota 
pursuant to the provisions of subsection (c), 
and on the basis of the factors set forth in 
subsection (c) and the past tobacco experi
ence of the farm operator, allot the same 
through the local committees among farms 
on which no tobacco was produced during 
the last five years. Any acreage of tobacco 
harvested in excess of the farm acreage allot
ment for the year 1955, or any subsequent 
.crop shall not be taken into account in estab
lishing State and farm acreage allotments. 
Except for farms last mentioned or a farm 
operated, controlled, or directed by a person 
who also operates, controls, or directs another 
farm on which tobacco is produced, the farm
acreage allotment shall be increased by the 
smaller of ( 1) 20 per centum of such allot
ment or (2) the percentage by which the nor
mal yield of such allotments (as determined 
through the local committees in accordance 
with regulations prescribed by the Secretary) 
is less than three thousand two hundred 
pounds, in the case of Flue-cured tobacco, 
and two thousand four hundred pounds tn 
the case of other kinds of tobacco: Provided, 
That the normal yield of the estimated num
ber of acres so added to farm acreage allot
ments in any State shall be considered as a 
part of the State marketing quota in apply
ing the proviso in subsection (a) . The actual 
production of the acreage allotment estab
lished for a farm pursuant to this subsection 
shall be the amount of the farm marketing 
quota. If any amount of tobacco shall be 
marketed as having been produced on the 
acreage allotment for any farm which in !act 
was produced on a different farm, the acre
age allotments next established for both 
such farms shall be reduced by that percent
age which such amount was of the respective 
farm marketing quota, except that such re
duction for any such farm shall not be made 
if the Secretary through the local committees 
finds that no person connected with such 
farm caused, aided, or acquiesced in such 
marketing; and if proof of the disposition of 
any amount of tobacco is not furnished as re
quired by the Secretary or if any producer 
on the farm files, or aids or acquiesces in the 
filing of, any false report with respect to the 
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acreage of tobacco grown on the farm re- Mr. DURDEN. The lower court ruled with 
quired by regulations issued pursuant to this the plaintiff and joined with the Secretary. 
Act, the acreage allotment next established Senator TALMADGE. You prevailed in the 
for the farm on which such tobacco is pro- Federal district court? 
duced shall be reduced by a percentage simi- Mr. DURDEN. We did, sir. 
larly computed. If in .any calendar year more Senator TALMADGE. And the Department of 
than one crop of tobacco ls grown from { 1) Agriculture appealed? 
the same tobacco plants or (2) different to- ' Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
bacco plants, and is harvested for marketing Senator TALMADGE. And that appeal ls now 
from the same acreage of a farm, the acreage pending in the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap
allotment next established for such farm peals? 
shall be reduced by an amount equivalent to Mr. DURDEN. Correct, sir. 
the acreage from which more than one crop Senator TALMADGE. That is the status of it 
of tobacco bas been so grown and harvested. now? 

• • • • 
"(i) Notwithstanding any other provision 

of this Act, whenever after investigation the 
Secretary determines with respect to any 
kind of tobacco that a substantial difference 
exists in the usage or market outlets for any 
one or more of the types comprising .such 
kind of tobacco and that the quantity of 
tobacco of such type or types to be produced 
under the marketing quotas and acreage 
allotments established pursuant to this sec
tion would not be sufficient to provide an 
adequate supply for estimated market de
mands and carryover requirements for such 
type or types of tobacco, the Secretary shall 
increase the marketing quotas and acreage 
allotments for farms producing such type or 
types of tdba<:co in the preceding year to the 
extent necessary to make available a supply 
of such type or types of tobacco adequate to 
meet such demands and carryover require
ments. The increase in farm marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments shall be ma.de 
on the basis of the production of such type 
or types of toba.oco during the period of years 
considered in establishing farm marketing 
quotas and acreage allotments for such kind 
of tobacco. The additional production 
authorized by this subsection shall be in ad
dition to the national marketing quota 
established for such kind of tobacco pur
suant to section 312 of this Act. The in
crease in acreage under this subsection shall 
not be considered in establishing future 
State or farm acreage allotments." 

Senator TALMADGE. Is it true you are repre
senting the Georgia Tobacco Commodity 
Commission, which has filed a lawsuit 
against the Secretary? 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE.- Is it in the nature of a 

mandamus? 
Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. Mandamusing him to 

take action in accordance with that law? 
Mr. DURDEN. Not that particular section of 

the law, Senator TALMADGE. The lawsuit is 
based on the legal theory that under the law 
where there is a difference in supply-and-de
mand conditions amongst the types of Flue
cured tobacco of such a degree as to war
rant a difference needed in the adjustment 
for supply, to bring it in line with demand, 
the Secretary treat that type or types of Flue
cured tobacco as a separate kind of tobacco. 

We contend, using Government figures, 
that in 1963 Georgia had 2.8 percent type 14 
Flue-cured tobacco to go into stabilization, 
where some of the other belts put in as much 
as 46 percent, and that there. is such a dif
ference in the supply-and-demand condi
tions that we should treat type 14 ·as a sep
arate kind of t.obacco. 

Senator TALMADG:!:. In other words, your 
contention is they ought to reduce where the 
surplus tobacco lies? 

Mr. Do'RDEN. Oorrect. 
Sena tor TALMADGE. And not where there ls 

no surplus tobacco. 
Mr. DURDEN. That is correct. 
Senator TALMADGE. What has happened to 

your lawsuit? 
Mr. DURDEN. The oral arguments were 

held before the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap
peals in Atlanta on October 5. 

Senator TALMADGE. What happened in the 
lower court? 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir . 
Senator TALMADGE . . So if this bill is passed, 

what would that do to your lawsuit? 
Mr. DURDEN. I think it would legislate it 

out of° court, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. You, of course, recog

nize that the tobacco industry is in a seri
ous condition by oversupply? 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. I am fully aware of 
that. I might say that my family, we have 
been growing tobacco since 1928. My father 
used to be a director of the Tobacco Division 
for the Department of Agriculture, and I 
reckon I have slept on about as many piles 
of tobacco waiting for it to be sold as any
body in this room, and I am fully aware of 
the situation, what vie are faced with. 

However, I say, that we did not create 
it in the type-14 area. It was created else
where, and we should not be punished by 
taking these cuts, which is through no fault 
of our own. 

Senator TALMADGE. You say that the pres
ent law authorizes a present remedy to re
duce quotas of tobacco which is now in sur
plus? 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. And that you have filed 

suit under that theory of present law, and 
prevailed in the district Federal court, and 
the Department has appealed it to the fifth 
circuit? 

Mr. DuRDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. And you thinlt if the 

Secretary took action in accordance with 
your theory of the law, that the supply of 
'tobacco wherein the surplus lies would be 
reduced and therein the taxpayers would 
fall to lose money on it, and the farmers 
that produce quality tobacco could continue 
to do so. 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. That ls your argu

ment? 
· Mr. DURDEN. That ls my argument. 

Senator TALMADGE. That was the substan
tial argument I believe of Mr. Lanier repre
senting the Georgia Farm Bureau Federa
tion yesterday. 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. Also, substantially the 

ar.gument, though it didn't go into the 
legal details, of the group who appeared for 
the South Carolina Farm Bureau this 
morning. 

Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I promised first to 
yield to the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
should like to answer one question with 
respect to the provision in the bill call
ing for an acreage-poundage basis. Th 
acreage would be increased by the bill, 
but the poundage would be reduced. A 
farmer could grow only so .many pounds. 

Going back to the attorney of the De
partment of Agriculture, .and what he 
said in committee-.:I was present and 
heard all the discussions-I do not be
lieve that the attorney said this pro
vision would change the law. It would 
hot change the law at all. This would 

give the farmer an opporturuty to vote 
on whether he wished to go on a pound
age-acreage basis or to stick to the old 
law. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator means 
acreage-poundage basis, does he not? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Yes. 
It does not affect the present law at all. 
He would still have the right to sue if he 
wished to sue under the old law. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I refer to page 195 

of the hearings. Mr. Durden testified 
before the committee as follows: 

Senator TALMADGE. You prevailed in the 
Federal district court? 

Mr. DURDEN. We did, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. And the Department of 

Agriculture appealed? 
Mr. DURDEN. Yes, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. And that appeal is now 

pending in the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap
peals? 

Mr. DURDEN. Correct, sir. 
Senator TALMADGE. That is the status of it 

now? 
Mr. DuRDEN. Yes, sir. 

Since then the court has handed down 
its opinion. The farmers won. 

Senator TALMADGE. So if this bill is passed, 
what would that do to your lawsuit? 

Mr. DURDEN. I think it would legislate it 
out of court, sir. 

Counsel for the farmers believes that 
if the bill is passed it will legislate them 
out of court. He was a good enough 
lawyer to win the case over the Depart
ment of Agriculture in the District Court 
for the Southern District of Georgia, and 
also was able to obtain a unanimous de
cision in the Fifth Circuit Court of Ap
peals. His decision is in complete vari
ance with the opinion of the distin
guished Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
agree with what the Senator has said. 
I am not quoting Mr, Durden. He is the 
lawyer for the Georgia Tobacco Growers. 
I am talking about the lawyers from the 
Department of Agriculture. My under
standing is that the bill would not repeal 
the present law. I am sure it would not. 
Conditions would still remain as they are, 
whether the bill is passed or not. So far 
as the farmers being able to sue is con
cerned, they would still be able to sue. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, my 
comment was not with respect to the 
hearings or the statement of the lawyers 
at the hearings. It was with reference 
to the statement of the chief counsel at 
our execu ti·;e meeting when~ we were 
marking up the bill. The. Senator re
members this, I am sure. He was there. 

The question was whether the Secre
tary of Agriculture had appealed the 
case. The lawyer said he had not. The 
next question was, "Why not?" 

The answer was that he had not de
cided whether to appeal it or wait to 
see whether the pending bill would be 
enacted. The Senator from North Caro
lina was present. If he knows of any 
different construction that can be placed 
on what the attorney said, I shall yield 
to him to state it. However, I was sitting 
as close to the attorney as I am to the 
able senior Senator from North Carolina 
[Mr. ERVIN]. I am always close to the 
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senior Senator from North Carolina ex
cept that in this instance I am sorry that 
he has gone astray in connection with 
this case. I know perfectly well what 
the attorney said at that time. 

I now yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from North Carolina to state whether 
he has a different recollection of what 
was said. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. My 
recollection is he said that 'the problem 
would remain regardless of whether the 
bill was passed or not. He said the Sec
retary had not decided whether he would 
appeal the case to the Supreme Court. 
The decision had been handed down only 
a short time before. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator's recol
lection is substantially the same as mine. 
He said that the Secretary had not made 
up his mind as to whether he would ap
peal. He also said that he would wait 
to see whether the proposed legislation 
was passed. 

I am now glad to yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I hope 
the Senator will permit me to state one 
factor relative to our present tobacco 
situation, which I do not believe has been 
ref erred to so far in the debate. It goes 
back 5 years, when the United States 
put restrictions on the importation of oil 
from other countries. I was in Vene
zuela shortly thereafter. Some of the 
officials there were not happy over our 
putting restrictions on their selling oil 
to the United States. They said the only 
thing for them to do, in order to keep 
their trade in balance, would be to buy 
less from the United States. I asked one 
of these officials what those articles 
would be. It developed that they would 
try to produce more tobacco and buy less 
tobacco from us, also less rice and less 
·dairy products. 

As a result, the record of the last full 
year will show that their purchases of 
tobacco from the United States fell off 
80 percent. Purchases of rice fell off 
about the same percentage. Purchases 
of dairy products fell off enough so that 
their purchases of tobacco, rice, and 
other farm commodities from the United 
States were cut $13 million worth. 

When we consider that $13 million and 
add to it · the $40 million :which the peo
ple of Florida and the five New England 
States have to pay extra for domestically 
produced oil which comes over devious 
transportation routes, we find that we 
are paying a pretty high price for that 
little contribution to a few of our oil 
companies, including the loss of our to
bacco market in countries which for
merly bought nearly all their tobacco 
from the United States. That is one 
reason why our tobacco supply is going 
up and why the cost of petroleum prod
ucts has gone up in certain States. 

I thought this should be pointed out. 
The loss of our tobacco markets is not 
due entirely to the quality of the to
bacco. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? · -

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to 
yield. First, I should like-to thank the 
distinguished Senator from the maple 
country and the country of Mcintosh 
apples for the contribution which he has 

made. It shows that we are all one big 
country, and artificial action often works 
hardship on some of our own people and 
at the same time hardship on some peo-· 
ple offshore. Unexpected results often 
follow. 

I am talking today not because I am 
happy to break up the unity that has 
customarily prevailed among the to
bacco producers, but because I think a 
great hardship would be imposed on a 
certain group of tobacco farmers who 
have not contributed to the present ter
rible situation and who ought not to be 
punished in the way proposed. 

Mr. President, not claiming any par
ticular magnanimity for myself, I mere
ly wish to remind my distinguished 
friends from North Carolina that when 
they had a somewhat similar situation 
in which it was shown that the so-called 
baseball ground peanuts were selling to 
better advantage than the smaller or oil 
peanuts, I was glad to join in voting out 
of the committee and in approving on 
the ft~r of the Senate, with a short 
statement, the act which gave the Sec
retary specific directions to differentiate, 
because of the market, between those 
two different products. 

There had been shown a great differ
ence between the acceptability of the 
large peanuts and the smaller oil-filled 
peanuts. 

Only last year my distinguished 
friends were laboring in the vineyard for 
their constituents. I never blame them 
for doing so. I remember having car
ried their battle not only in the commit
tee, but on the ftoor of the Senate in 
behalf of greater experimentation in the 
field of tobacco. My recollection is
and I see my distinguished friend from 
Kentucky is present-.-that we provided 
an amount of over $2 million in the 
appropriation bill which I had the honor 
to handle both in committee and on the 
ftoor in order to step up experimenta
tion for a great commodity which was 
in bad shape. My recollection is that 
the amount appropriated, which was 
something over $2 million, went to the 
two great States of North Carolina and 
Kentucky. I was glad to help get it 
there, because they are the centers of 
tobacco production, both Flue-cured and 
burley tobacco. I shall not hesitate to do 
so again. 

I am sorry we are having this argument 
because I think anything that breaks 
down harmony in an industry of this 
kind is unfortunate. But I cannot sit 
idly by and see the producers of my 
State, who have not contributed to this 
surplus, who have already planted, and 
who, including the producers in Georgia 
and South Carolina, have won their case 
so far in the district court and in the Cir
cuit Court of Appeals, in effect legislated 
partially out of existence for the benefit 
of other portions of the industry which 
have brought about this surplus produc
tion-and there is no doubt of it. The 
facts that I have read into the RECORD 
show that, and no one- can dispute it. 
They have created this surplus, and we 
should not be punished for their derelic
tion in this matter. 

Mr. President, because I did not wish 
to have a breakdown of harmony in 
committee, I made a proposal which I 

thought was fair to the distinguished 
junior Senator from North Carolina. I 
asked him for a year's extension for Flue
cured tobacco of the type that the able 
and distinguished Senators from Tennes
see and Kentucky had already obtained 
for burley tobacco, which has not yet 
been planted and will not be planted for 
some time to come-they had insisted 
that it be applicable to burley tobacco 
only and the bill should not be made ef
fective in 1965 for burley tobacco but 
only, for the first time, for 1966, I said 
that I would not fight the bill on the ftoor 
if this was done. I probably would have 
to vote against it. But it certainly would 
give my people, along with others, an 
opportunity to study the situation and to 
vote .as they saw fit on the subject of a 
ref er end um next year. 

But after a referendum had been voted 
and approved by more than two-thirds of 
those participating and that referendum 
was upon a basis proposed by no one else 
but the Secretary of Agriculture and his 
people as the remedy that was needed to 
meet the situation and was voted in De
cember, then to come along after we have 
planted-and we are the only part of the 
industry which has planted-and put this 
hardship upon us is not fair. That is not 
equity, and no one can stand on the ftoor 
of the Senate and say that it is equity. 

Mr. President, I am glad to yield to 
my good friend from North Carolina if 
he wishes me to yield. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Caroiina. Mr. 
President, I appreciate all the things 
which the distinguished Senato.r from 
Florida has had to say about the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator remem
bers my proposal made to him, does he 
not? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I do. 
The Department of Agriculture did not 
think it was a good thing to put it off 
for the reason which I shall state. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Is the Department of 
Agriculture deciding this question, or is 
the Senate deciding it now? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. The 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
reported the bill. · 

The Department had suggested that 
the bill should be passed in the way it is 
reported this year because we all know 
that when there is a prospect of a reduc
tion based upon poundage, aicreage, or 
some other basis, the farmer is as smart 
as any ot..11.er businessman in the United 
States, and he is smarter than a great 
many .of them. Therefore, this year he 
would produce every pound of tobacco 
he could produce on the acreage allotted 
to him. · 

A great many records and tests show 
that farmers can increase their pound
age to over 4,000 pounds per acre-not 
on sorry land-but they can do it; it has 
been done. Last year 2,2-00 pounds an 
acre were produced. 

They honestly believe that if that 
situation should prevail another year, a 
large surplus will be put in stock this 
year, and the program will come into 
further jeopardy. 

That is the reason for the desire to 
have the referendum. 

The Senator will remember that in 
1955 the , farmers, under a 3-year 
acreage program which they voted upon 
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at that time, came back and voted again, Mr. ERVIN. In 1964, did not North 
under circumstances similar to those Carolina produce 352,600,000 pounds? 
that now exist, further to reduce their Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
acreage because of the great surplus that is correct. 
they had built up at that particular Mr. ERVIN. That was an increase of 
time as a result of the 1954-55 crop, I 16,425 pounds, was it not? 
believe. It was an inferior grade of Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
tobacco, which was later dumped on the is correct. 
market at a very c}leap price. Mr. ERVIN. As to type 12 tobacco, 

They did the same thing again. does not the table show that North Caro-
The propooed legislation would not do lina in 1956 produced 496,320,000 pounds? 

anything to the farmer. The farmer has Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
a right to decide whether }:le wants the is correct. 
program or whether he does not want it. Mr. ERVIN. Does not the table show 
I have not talked with a single farmer- that in 1964 North Carolina produced 
and I have spoken with a great many 479,750,000 pounds of type 12 tobacco? 
of them-who wants to see this tobacco Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
program with support prices get away is correct. 
from him because if it does, he knows Mr. ERVIN. Is not that a decrease 
that he will never get it back, and to- of 16,570 pounds? 
bacco will be in a serious situation. In Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
North Carolina we have earnings of $1.2 is correct. 
billion in agricultural :Products each Mr. ERVIN. Going to the following 
year. page, page 106, does not the table show 

A little more · than half of that is that North Carolina, in 1956, produced 
tobacco income. Georgia produces 119 million pounds of type 13 tobacco? 
much of that income. Much of that Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. The 
is their income. Senator is correct. 

The Senator from Georgia has pointed Mr. ERVIN. Does not the table show 
out that South Carolina does the same that in 1964 North Carolina produced 
thing. It means a ·great deal to the 117,500,000 pounds of type 13 tobacco? 
economy of the sections that raise to- Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
bacco. The bill would stop the con- is correct. 
tinual cutting of acreage of farmers, par- Mr. ERVIN. Is not that a decrease of 
ticularly tobacco farmers, who . have a 1,500 pounds of type 13 tobacco? 
half-acre minimum, below which it is not Mr. JORDAN of No.rth Carolina. It 
feasible to cut. is a very small decrease, but it is a de-

If the Flue-cured tobacco producers crease, nevertheless. 
had such protection, they would not be Mr. ERVIN. If we add 16,570,000 
worried about what is happening now. pounds to 1,500,000 pounds, what is the 
But if we continue to cut their acreage, total? 
pretty soon the Flue-cured tobacco pro- Mr. : JORDAN of North Carolina. It 
ducers will not have any acreage left, is 18,070,000 pounds. 
when we consider the small acreage that Mr. ERVIN. And what is the differ
they have. · ence between that total and the total of 

I observe that my distinguished col- type 11 tobacco which showed an in-
league from North Carolina wishes to crease of 16,425,000 pounds? . 
make a statement. I should like to yield Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. It 
to him, if I have the floor. is a little over a thousand pounds. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am happy to yield Mr. ERVIN. In other words, the cal-
to the distinguished senior Senator from culation shows that North Carolina, in
North Carolina. stead of having a large increase between 

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask my 1956 and 1964, sustained a decrease in 
colleague from North Carolina to turn production 1,645,000 pounds, whereas 
to page 105 of the hearings, to see if my Florida's production increased by about 
understanding is correct that the Flue- ·557 ,000 pounds. 
cured production of North Carolina has Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That 
been cut, while that of Florida has been is what the figures appear to show. 
increasing. Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 

On page 105, with respect to U.S. Flue- figures produced by my dear friend the 
cured tobacco, does not the record show distinguished senior Senator from North 
that in 1956 Florida produced 21,682,000 Carolina [Mr. ERVIN], are interesting, 
pounds? but they simply do not apply to this 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. The situation at all. This trouble has arisen 
Senator is correct. in the past 4 years. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the table show If Senators will look again at the same 
that in 1964 Florida produced 22,239,000 tables from which the senior Senator 
pounds? from North Carolina quoted only the fig

Mr.. JORDAN of North Carolina. ures for 1956 and 1964, 9 years later, 
That is correct. . they will see that in the cai:;e of each of 

Mr. ERVIN. Is not that an increase of the types of tobacco produced in North 
557,000 pounds? . . 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Ca~olma, the produc~1on has gon~ away 
That is correct. up m that p~r10d ~f time. They will find 

Mr. ERVIN. Going to the table for also that production pe~ acre has g?ne 
North Carolina, type 11 tobacco, does not away up. That appear~ m the. table Just 
the table show that in 1956 North Caro- before the one the semor Senator from 
lina produced 346,175,000 pounds? North Carolina was quoting from. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. That For instance, as to type 11, the table 
is correct. shows production going away up f~om 
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1,670 pounds per acre in ' 1961 to 2,150 
pounds per acre in 1964. 

With respect to type 12 tobacco, the 
increase was from 1,&75 pounds per acre 
in 1961 to 2,375 pounds per acre in 1964. 

As to type 13, the increase was from 
1,900 pounds per acre in 1961 to 2,350 
pounds per acre in 1964. 

Another thing as to which the Senator 
from North Carolina has probably not 
been advised is that the total acreage has 
been greatly reduced from the year at 
which he began, 1956, through 1964. The 
plain facts-I have already placed them 
in the RECORD in some detail-are that 
in the 4 years in which these tremendous 
surpluses have been amassed, the areas 
amassing them have been North Carolina 
and Virginia, as will be seen by looking 
at the tables of the four types of tobacco 
produced in that particular part of the 
Flue-cured tobacco area. The figures 
themselves will explain the truth of that 
statement, whereas in the case of both 
Georgia and Florida, if the Senator 
wishes to go over those tables again, he 
will see that the total production has 
diminished. 

He will see also that the amount going 
to Government warehouses is still very 
small. In 1964, it was only 1.7 percent 
for all the type 14 tobacco as against an 
average of 19.3 for all types of tobacco, 
including the 1.7 percent. 

There is no question that it is the 
great producing areas in North Carolina 
and Virginia that have created the sur
plus that has brought about a crisis. 
The legislation now proposed is drafted 
in such a way as to bear down the hard
est upon· the small, indefensible area.a 
which have not created the surplus; 
whose product has been sold to the ex
tent that only 1.7 percent of it went to 
Government warehouses last year; and 
whose crops have already been planted 
and who are, therefore, to be subjected 
to particular hardships. 

There is no question about what has 
happened. - I regret that it has hap
pened. I have been trying to move in a 
way that would help in this situation. 
The whole industry seemed to be mov
ing in that direction by cutting acreage 
about 19.5 percent in the referendum 
held in December. But now a large part 
of the industry does not want to accept 
that decision. It wants to have a small
er acreage reduction and wants to have, 
instead, a poundage figure established 
not in accord with what it has been 
producing, but in accord with what 
Florida and Georgia have been producing 
per acre. 

It is too bad to see this kind of puni
tive treatment applied to people who 
have won their case· in court, who 
have proceeded according to the referen
dum already adopted, but which they 
did not like, a referendum which cut 
their acreage by 19.5 percent; and who 
will be forced, if the cut is passed and if 
the referendum is approved, let us say, 
a month from now' to go under that new 
system after every acre that is producing 
type 14 tobacco will have been planted. 
Everybody knows that is the case. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I rise in 
opposition to the substitute. 
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Before I discuss it generally, I point 

out that what we sell . is pounds, not 
acres. Between 1956 and 1964, the to
bacco growers of Florida increased to a 
slight degree the poundage of tobacco 
which they were producing, whereas the 
tobacco growers in North Carolina de
creased to a slight degree the tobacco 
which they were producing. 

Now, the figures indicate that the pro
duction of the Florida type 14 kept in
creasing constantly, or virtually so, from 
1956 to 1964, whereas North Carolina de
creased its P:t:oduction of this crop for 
the few years following 1956. There
after, North Carolinians evidently 
learned something from our smart 
friends in Florida, and stepped up their 
production. But they never did reach 
tlie point where they exceeded their rel
ative production as compared with 
Florida in 1956. 

I deeply regret that my good friends 
from Florida and Georgia are on the 
other side of this question. As the Sena
tor from Florida pointed out-they have 
usually stood shoulder to shoulder with 
us. What we are trying to do in this 
bill is to end th~ increase in production 
and bring about a decrease. 

I think all of us agree that tobacco 
growing is in a serious state. While acre
age has been cut-several times in 
Georgia, Florida, North Carolina, South 
Carolina, Virginia, and everywhere that 
Flue-cured tobacco is grown-those 
farmers who were financially able to do 
so, and had a sufficient' acreage allot
ment, fertilized their tobacco, and, in 
many cases, irrigated their tobacco. 
Those farmers would be placed by this 
bill under more stringent requirements 
than the smaller growers in Florida, 
Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina 
Virginia, and elsewhere. ' 

This is a bill to save a program upon 
which 750,000 American farm families 
depend for their livelihood in whole or 
in part. The ones who have contributed 
most to the increase in the tobacco pro
duction, regardless of whether they live 
in Florida, Alabama, Georgia, South 
Carolina, North Carolina, Virginia, or 
elsewhere, have been those with the larg
es·t acreage allotments. They have been 
financially able to employ fertilizer- and 
irrigation to a high degree and, thus 
multiply their production above that of 
others. 

The bill wouid make more drastic cuts 
in the amount of tobacco which they 
could produce for the market. By so 
do.ing, it would contribute to the salva
tion of a farm program which is essen
tial to the prosperity of the South At
fantic States. 

My friends charge North Carolina and 
Virginia with being responsible for more 
tobacco going into stabilization. Tobac
co buying is a peculiar profession. The 
work of a tobacco buyer is seasonal in 
nature. No tobacco company engaged 
in the manufacturing of tobacco is going 
to buy tobacco after it has bought its 
supply for the year to put in storage for 
aging. 

I could use a very simple illustration on 
this point. When a man sits down to 
the table to eat, he quits eating when 
his appetite is satisfied. This simple 
statement illustrates why tobacco buyers 

and tobacco companies quit buying to
bacco when their annual quotas are pur
chased, and why this bill ought to pass 
to curtail the production of tobacco above 
that required for domestic use and ex
part. 

Each tobacco company has a quota of 
tobacco which it is to buy during a given 
market year. When the tobacco com
pany reaches its quota, it will stop buy
ing. When the tobacco buyer buys his 
quota for his company, he will stop buy
ing tobacco and his holiday will start so 
far as tobacco buying is concerned. 

What happens? The markets open 
earlier in Florida and Georgia than they 
do in North Carolina, South Carolina, 
and Virginia. The natural thing for the 
tobacco buyer to do, if he finds tobaco 
that is suitable for him, is to fill his quota 
as early as Possible. That is human na
ture. When he reaches the quota as
signed to him by his company, his to
bacco-buying days are over for that 
season. 

Good Flue-cured tobacco is grown in 
Florida, Georgia, Alabama, South Caro
lina, North Carolina, and Virginia. The 
overwhelming amount of tobacco grown 
1n all of those States is good tobacco. 

We have type 14 tobacco merely be
cause Flue-cured tobacco grown in Ala
bama, Florida, and Georgia is so desig
nated. Every year, North Carolina to
bacco growers take parts of their crops, 
which have matured early down to the 
Georgia market · and sell it as type 14. 
There is very little, if any, difference be
tween the types. One type can be passed 
off on the market as type 14, or some 
other type, because the tobacco is simi
lar and the definition of ·type 14 is arti
ficial. 

While I am on that subject, I wish to 
say that I agree with my colleague in . 
that I do not see how the lawsuit would 
be affected substantially by the bill. The 
lawsuit is based on the proposition that 
in determining whether there is an over
supply of Flue-cured tobacco, the De
partment of Agriculture, should treat 
each type of Flue-cured tobacco sepa
rately and make separate determina
tions to each of them and make sepa
rate allotments on that basis rather than 
upon all Flue-cured tobacco, as it has 
done in the past. 

The decision of the district court was 
that in determining whether there is 
an oversupply of tobacco and whether 
there should be a reduction in the pro
duction of tobacco, the Department of 
Agriculture should appraise each type of 
tobacco seperately and make allotments 
on that basis--despite its contrary prac
tice in the past and despite the fact that 
~II types are used to manufacture the 
same cigarettes. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ERVIN. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I drafted a salva

tion or preservation clause that would 
protect the rights of the litigants in this 
matter. If it has the approval of the 
distinguished senior Senator from North 
Carolina and the distinguished Senator 
in charge of the bill, the junior Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. JORDAN], I 
would like to off er it at this time with the 
consent of the Senator from North 

Carolina, and have it adopted. It reads 
as follows: 

SEC. 4. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued as affecting the authority or the re
sponsibility of the Secretary of Agriculture 
under Section 301 (b) ( 15) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to pro
viding that different types of tobacco shall 
be treated as different kinds of tobacco or 
with respect to increasing allotments or quo
tas for farms producing certain types of to
bacco. 

Will the Senator agree to that, or will 
the Senator in charge of the bill agree to 
it? 

Mr. ERVIN. I did not understand the 
last part. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I show the draft to 
the distinguished Senator. It was pre
pared by counsel for the Committee on 
Agriculture, Mr. Harker Stanton, with 
the understanding that it would protect 
the rights of the litigants in my State in 
the case that was pending, or has re
cently been pending, in the Fifth Cir
cuit Court of Appeals. 

Mr. ERVIN. I am not in charge of the 
bill, but if I were, I would not accept the 
amendment. In the first place, it has 
not been before the committee--

Mr. TALMADGE. I understood the 
Senator to say that the rights of the 
litigants would be protected. 

Mr. ERVIN. There is language in the 
draft with respect to increases "in allot
ments or quotas for farms producing cer
tain types of tobacco." 

Mr. TALMADGE. That is the lan
guage of the 1938 Agricultural Adjust
ment Act. I thought the Senator was 
arguing eloquently and ea:nestly, as he 
does in any cause he espouses, that it 
would not affect any of the litigants. 

Mr. ERVIN. If I were in charge of the 
bill, I would not agree to any language 
that would be subject to the interpreta
tion that it would not authorize any 
change in the allotment of farms. 

Mr. TALMADGE. That is the lan
guage of the Agricultural Adjustment 
Act. That is what the lawsuit is all 
about. 

Mr. ERVIN. That would defeat the 
purpose of the bill, which is to change 
quotas. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator ad
mits that the purpose. of the bill is to 
kill my farmers' lawsuit. 

Mr. ERVIN. No, I do not. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I was hoping the 

Senator would have convinced himself of 
his argument. 

Mr. ERVIN. I have, but I would not 
be agreeable, if I were floor manager of 
the bill, to accepting language that 
would be susceptible to an interpreta
tion that quotas could not be changed. 
That question would still be open to the 
determination of the Secretary of Agri
culture. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ERVIN. · I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I understand that 

the Senator has taken the position that 
there is no substantial difference be
tween types e~cept as to where they are 
produced.- I notice that the series of 
compilations from which he is quoting, 
on pages 105 and 106 of the printed hear
ing record, shows three different types 
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with reference to North Carolina-. 
North Carolina type 11; North Carolina, 
type 12; North Carolina, type 13. 

Is the Senator contending that there 
is no difference between types 11, 12, and 
13, all of which are shown as being pro
duced in that same State? 

Mr. ERVIN. I am contending that 
tobacco classified as type 11 can qualify 
in most instances as type 14, so far as 
chemical and natural composition of the 
leaves are concerned. Type 14 is an 
artificial name given to Flue-cured to
bacco grown in Alabama, Georgia, and 
Florida. I also contend that some North 
Carolina tobacco growers who grow types 
of tobacco bearing other. designations 
take it down to Georgia, where it is ac
cepted as type 14 on the Georgia market. 

There is no ·discrimination· here as 
between Flue-cured tobacco and burley, 
because burley has not reached a stage 
of over-production comparable to that 
of Flue-cured tobacco. That statement 
is made manifest by the fact that there 
are approximately 252.3 million pounds 
of burley in Government stocks, whereas 
there are 961.1 million pounds of Flue
cured tobacco in Government stocks. 
The situation in burley is not nearly as 
desperate as in the Flue-cured field. 

There is one other thing to be said. 
As I pointed out, tobacco buyers start 
buying on the Florida and Georgia mar
kets. As soon as they get their quotas, 
they stop buying. As soon as tobacco 
companies get their quota, they stop 
buying. 

As a result of overproduction in all 
States which grow Flue-cured tobacco, 
we have over 900 million pounds of such 
tobacco on hand. 

·There is another reason why Florida 
and Georgia tobacco is bought first. 
North Carolina markets handle so much 
tobacco that there is a rule under which 
Federal authorities will not inspect and 
grade North Carolina tobacco after the 
first 3 or 4 days unless that tobacco is 
tied. Flue-cured tobacco is sold untied 
in Florida, and it is sold untied in Geor
gia. It is sold tied in North Carolina 
because of this practice of the Federal 
inspectors. 

It costs $6 a hundredweight, in labor, 
to tie the tobacco. Consequently, the 
tobacco on the North Carolina market 
costs about $6 a hundredweight more 
than does the untied tobacco in Florida 
and Georgia. Tobacco companies nat
urally prefer to buy tobacco which is 
low in cost in filling thelr quotas. 

The bill before the Senate would pre
vent the continual and piling up of to
bacco surpluses because of the ability of 
those having large acreage allotments to 
use fertilizer and irrigation and thus 
increase their production at the expense 
of small tobacco growers. 

The bill should be passed as soon as 
possible in order to give the growers of 
Flue-cured tobacco an opportunity to say 
whether they pref er this type of bill, 
which will make controls work where 
they have not worked in the acreage al
lotment field. 

Passage of the bill would promote the 
welfare of the average tobacco grower, 
and especially that of the small grower, 
not only in North Carolina, not only in 

Virginia, not only in South Carolina, but 
in Georgia and Florida also, and would 
contribute to the saving of one of the 
best and most essential agricultural pro
grams that we have. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ERVIN. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator 

think it is equitable, under this bill, to 
have growers who produce Flue-cured 
tobacco able to market, with price sup-
port, only 10 percent of overproduction 
of their tonnage or poundage quota with
out penalty, whereas the producers of 
burley tobacco are allowed to market 20 
percent overproduction of the poundage 
that is allotted to them without penalty? 
What is the equity between the two dif
ferent products with respect to market
ing above the total poundage allotted? 

Mr. ERVIN. I believe that the equity 
arises out of the fact that we have so 
much more Flue-cured tobacco in Gov
ernment stocks than burley. We can 
talk about type 14, type 11, and all these 
other types of tobacco. The fact is that 
all of them are used to manufacture the 
same cigarettes which are smoked by the 
same individuals. There are no great 
difference between these different types 
of tobacco. This is a bill to save the to
bacco program for all who grow Flue
cured tobacco. 

ALLEGED DIVERSION OF U.S. AID 
FUNDS INTENDED FOR IRAN 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from North Carolina yield? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
am glad to yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in 
May of 1963, a man representing himself 
to be the Khaibar Khan contacted some 
other Members of the Senate and re
ported a large diversion of U.S. aid funds 
intended for Iran. He was ref erred to 
the Permanent Subcommittee on In
vestigations. At his request, the sub
committee gave him the opportunity to 
testify under oath in executive session. 
This man, who is also known as Khaibar 
Khan Goodarzian, represented himself to 
be the leader of a large group of Iranian 
tribesmen. In all, three executive ses
sions of the subcommittee were held to 
accommodate him. Each session was at 
his own request. 

Khaibar Khan and his secretary and 
associate, Miss Mariam Kushan, pre
sented the subcommittee with documents 
which, if genuine, woula have indicated 
large-scale diversion of the aid funds 
provided by our Government for the as
sistance of Iran. The documents had al
legedly been secured surreptitiously. 
These documents, almost all dated in 
1962, included photocopies of 137 pur
ported checks--face side only-ranging 
in amount from $100,000 to $2 million, 
in the total amount of $102 million for 
that year. They are purportedly drawn 
on the Swiss bank account of the Pahlavi 
Foundation of Iran-a country develop
ment program of the Shah of Iran-and 
payable to numerous prominent Ameri
cans, Iranians, and others. 

The documents also included a photo
copy of a purported bank statement of 

the Pahlavi Foundation account in the 
Union Bank of Switzerland, the entries 
on which corresponded with the checks. 
Notwithstanding the fantastic nature of 
these allegations, and the testimony of 
Khaibar Khan and Miss Kushan under 
oath, the subcommittee felt an obliga
tion to examine into the facts and seek 
to establish the truth. 

Every effort was made to substantiate 
any part of the documentation but those 
efforts proved fruitless. In response to 
the subcommittee inquiry, Dr. - A. 
Schaefer and Dr. A. Hartman, officials 
of the Union Bank of Switzerland, wrote 
saying: First, the Pahlavi Foundation 
had never had an account at its head 
office, its Geneva branch or at any other 
branch of its bank; second, the alleged 
bank statement was type whereas the 
bank uses only . bookkeeping machines; 
and third, the number of the account 
did not conform to the type of numbering 
system used by the bank. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
copy of the letter to which I have just 
referred. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNION BANK OF SWITZERLAND, 
Zurich, February 14, 1964. 

Subject: The Pahlavi Foundation of Iran. 
Hon. JOHN L. McCLELLAN, 
Chairman, Senate Permanent Subcommittee 

on Investigations, U.S. Senate, Washing-
ton, D.C. · 

DEAR SENATOR McCLELLAN: We thank you 
for your letter of January 31, 1964, contain
ing inquiries regarding the authenticity of 
copies of bank statements allegedly drawn 
up by our Geneva branch for the Pahlavi 
Foundation of Iran. With the specific desire 
of assisting in the dissipation of false ac
cusations against the Government of Iran, 
we requested the authorization of the Di
rector of the Pahlavi Foundation to permit 
us to speak in its behalf and we are prepared 
in this highly unusual instance to answer 
your questions to the fullest of our knowl-
edge. · 

The type face appearing on the documents 
which you submitted to us fo.r inspection 
does not correspond to that used in the prep
aration of such statements for our custom
ers. Actually, they are printed on a book
keeping machine and they are not, as in the 
case of the photostats in question, written 
by ordinary typewriter. In addition, neither 
our head office, our Geneva branch, nor any 
other branch of this bank has at this time, 
nor at any time in the past, ever had an ac
count in the name of the Pahlavi Founda
tion of Iran. Further, the account number 
listed on the sheets does not conform in any 
measure to the numerical system employed 
by us. For these very convincing reasons we 
are certain that the evidence which you have 
forwarded to us for examination is forged. 

Should it prove essential to your inquiry, 
we would be willing to swear to the truth of 
the contents of this letter. 

We trust that the foregoing information 
will be of assistance to you in your further 
investigations. 

Yours very truly, 
Dr. A. SCHAEFER, 

Chief General Manager. 
Dr. A. HARTMANN, 

Manager. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, in 
addition; an audit was made by the sub
committee staff of aid funds in the 
U.S. banks and the same type audit 
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was made in Iran at our request by 
the Inspector: General's office of the De
partment of State. The audits covered 
approximately 67 percent of U.S. aid 
funds to Iran for the period March 1959 
to June 1963, approximately $169 mil
lion. There was no indication whatever 
of any diversion of aid funds to the Pah-
lavi Foundation. · 

A representative number of the alleged 
recipients of these checks were contact
ed, and all those so contacted filed affi
davits with the subcommittee denying 
any knowledge of the checks or the funds 
they purported to represent. The per
sonal finances of some of these persons 
were audited and the audits supported 
their affidavits. Others have indicated 
a willingess to file similar affidavits. In 
addition, an analysis of the purported 
bank statement shows that the bulk of 
the checks were drawn on one of five 
different days and, with only one excep
tion, the alleged checks were presented 
to the bank for payment in the exact 
numerical sequence in which they were 
issued. The mathematical odds against 
such an occurrence are astronomical 
and prohibitive. The analysis also re
vealed a $4 % million error in subtrac
tion on July 27, 1962, which remained 
undetected and uncorrected at the end 
of that year. A normal banking prac
tice is to reach a balance each day. 

The subcommittee heard testimony 
showing that apparently on November 5, 
1962, imposters had established bank ac
counts in the City National Bank of 
Beverly Hills, Calif., in the names of 
members of the royal family of Iran. 
Accounts were set· up in the name of 
Prince Mahmoud Reza Pahlavi and 
Princess Fatemeh Pahlavi by two per
sons, a man and a woman, who claimed 
to be the Prince and the Princess, re
spectively, at a time when, to the best 
of our ability to determine-which im
migration records substantiate--neither 
the Prince nor the Princess was in the 
United States. The Prince and Princess 
are close relatives of the Shah. 

The bank employee who received the 
account from the woman representing 
herself as the Princess positively identi
fied Miss Mariam Kushan as the person 
who opened the account and signed the 
bank signature card which was filed as 
an exhibit along with the signature of 
Miss Kushan which was written in the 
presence of the subcommittee. 

By way of interpolation, I believe that 
anyone who examines the two signatures, 
one filed with the bank at the time the 
account was established, and the other 
given to the committee in executive ses
sion recently when she testified, will 
agree that the signatures have a most 
striking similarity and I believe sufficient 
to establish that the same person wrote 
both signatures. 

The subcommittee in good faith has 
given Khaibar Khan Goodarzian and 
Miss Mariam Kushan every opportunity 
to submit any additional proof they 
could to substantiate their statements. 
Our subcommittee itself made an ex
haustive inquiry into these allegations. 
We have been unable to establish the 
truthfulness of the charges made. On 
the contrary, a great preponderance of 

the evidence, the apparently unimpeach
able facts, and all attending circum
stances point, we believe unerringly, to 
their deceptiveness and falsity. 

By direction of the subcommittee, a 
complete transcript of these hearings is 
being transmitted to the Department of 
Justice for its careful examination and 
study, and for its determination as to 
whether there has been any violation of 
Federal law, including criminal libel and 
perjury, and for appropriate action 
thereon. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Arkansas yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. As the ranking Repub

lican member on this investigating sub
committee, I endorse the statement 
which has just been made by our distin
guished chairman, the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN]. 

It seems to me that Khaibar Khan 
recital is a stranger and more fantastic 
story than anything I have ever read in 
the whole book of Arabian Nights fables. 

What we have before us now is either 
the greatest swindle by representatives 
of a friendly foreign government on the 
taxpayers of the United States, or it is 
the most audacious and arrogant opera
tion ever undertaken in the history of 
Congress to impose upon our legislative 
body and our investigating subcommit
tee. 

If the facts are borne out ultimately 
by the Department of Justice, that what 
we have here is a planned case of per
jury on the part of Khaibar Khan, he 
will go down in the history books as the 
man who made Ananias look as though 
his name actually was Diogenes. 

I must admit that some strange things 
have happened in the field of foreign 
aid. Although I think it is inconceivable 
and totally incredible that the type of 
activities described by Khaibar Khan 
are factual in nature, I do not wish to 
rule out entirely the possibility that some 
grave and almost impossible abuses of the 
foreign aid program, either in Iran or 
elsewhere, have been committed. One 
thing is very definitely certain from 
looking at the transcript of the testi
mony, namely, that perjury has been 
committed by someone. The record is 
clear that some willful perjury has been 
committed by someone under oath be
fore a constituent body of Congress, the 
Investigating Subcommittee charged 
with dealing with this subject, in con
nection with testimony that is entirely 
pertinent to the inquiry. 

Thus, the basic elements of perjury 
are clearly written into this Record. I 
stand with the chairman in his asser
tion that the transcript should be, and 
now is, forwarded to the Department of 
Justice for its review and determination 
as to possible criminal action. It is ob
vious that criminal action against some
one must be forthcoming by the Depart
ment of Justice after the Department 
has had an opportunity to analyze this 
amazing piece of testimony. 

In conclusion, I wish to repeat that I 
do not fore close the possibility of our 
committee taking a subsequent look at 
the Iranian foreign aid program or, for 
that matter, at the foreign aid program 

in any other areas of the world where 
it seems that mischief might have taken 
place. 

I wish to emphasize, however, that the 
subcommittee and its staff have done 
very commendable work and have exer
cised great diligence over a period of 
many months in trying to sift fiction 
from fact and fact from fiction in this 
case. It is obviously difficult enough for 
our subcommittee to transact its duties 
in trying to inquire into the operations 
of the executive branch of the Govern
ment, but when we are confronted with 
diversions such as we have encountered 
in this case, it makes our task impossibly 
much more prodigious, and results in 
our legislative role being sidetracked and 
our investigation of other important 
matters delayed. 

In repeating my endorsement of what 
the chairman has said, and in ref erring 
this matter to the Department of Justice, 
I believe that the revelation of such per
formances should serve a useful purpose. 
I hope this will prohibit ever .again the 
kind of occurrence which is indicated 
by the testimony to which our commit
tee has been subjected. If there are 
any irregularities in the foreign aid pro
gram which come to our attention, I 
know the chairman of the subcommittee 
will take appropriate action. I hope, 
however, that it will be initiated by proof 
of some demonstrable nature and some
thing less suspicious of being perjurious 
than in connection with the instant case. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. These charges, if 
true, reflect upon the integrity and honor 
of some very fine Americans. They 
sounded fantastic when they came to 
us. We felt they ought to be inquired 
into. It is not a matter of def ending the 
foreign aid program. I have no defense 
to make of the overall program, be
cause I voted against it. I am not saying 
that there may not be irregularities in 
the administration of the program. I 
do not know. I am convinced beyond 
any doubt that the charges that precipi
tated the investigation are false. Other
wise I do not believe the bank would 
have written this letter. One of these 
gentlemen is the general manager and 
the other is the manager of the bank in 
Switzerland. I do not believe they would 
have written, as they do here: 

Should it prove essential to your inquiry, 
we would be willing to swear to the truth 
of the contents of this letter. 

If the contents of that letter are true, 
every allegation that we proceeded upon 
in the initial instance, when we started 
the investigation, is ·false. Therefore, 
we have been patient and have given 
everyone every opportunity to produce 
evidence to substantiate the charge. If 
the contents of the letter are true, the 
committee and the Senate have been im
posed upon. Therefore we feel that we 
ought to make this statement and in due 
t ime make a full report. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. I wish to associate 

myself with the remarks of the able 
chairman of the committee and the re
marks of the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota [Mr. MUNDT]. The record, 
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which dates back, I believe, to May of 
1963, when the committee had this sub
ject called to its attention, clearly indi
cates that the committee has been im
posed upon by this gentleman and his 
associates. I believe one other point has 
not been mentioned. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, at 
that point I should like to say that if 
the record shows that the subcommittee 
has been imp-0sed upon in other areas, 
they are not necessarily matters within 
the responsibility of the subcommittee. 
This seems to be a common practice or 
the usual way of life. 

Mr. JACKSON. This gentleman has 
a genius for imposing upon people. I 
must say that he went beyond the point 
of making allegations against prominent 
Americans. The information we have 
in committee to date indicates that he 
has attempted to use the committee to 
his own advantage. I should say, too, 
that there appears to be evidence that 
he may have been engaged in an inter
national confidence game. We have rea
son to believe that he has "taken" some 
prominent Americans for large sums of 
money, involving hundreds of thousands 
of dollars, as a result of his skillful and 
devious operations in the United States 
during the past several years. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Some of them 
would be embarrassed to testify. 

Mr. JACKSON. Yes. This gentleman 
has operated as all confidence opera tors 
operate. He gets his intended victims 
in a larcenous situation in which it would 
appear that the victim was a joint ven
turer in the violation of State or Federal 
laws. This is the way all confidence men 
operate. If we look at the arrests and 
convictions of confidence men, we find 
time and time again a long series of ar
rests and no convictions: "Case dis
missed." That is so because the prose
cuting witness does not wish to come in 
and testify lest he or she appear to be 
engaged in the perpetration of a crime. 

I must say it would appear as of now
and we have not completed th~ record
that this gentleman and others associ
ated with him were engaged in a gigantic 
scheme of international proportions to 
malign the good names of prominent 
Americans and to utilize the subcommit
tee for his own larcenous ends in order 
to continue his confidence game. 

I must say that the chairman of our 
subcommittee and the able staff, because 
of the serious initial allegation, went into 
great detail to get the facts and to get 
at the truth. 

As of now the truth clearly would indi
cate that those who should face more 
serious criminal charges are the indi
viduals who came to the committee to 
make these charges. At the present 
time, I commend the chairman for the 
action that he has taken. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN.. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. HARRIS. As the distinguished 
chairman of our subcommittee has made 
clear, the narrow and precise question 
which was presented to the subcommit
tee was the truth or the · falsity of the 
grave charges which had been made by 
the so-called Khaibar Khan. Our able 

chairman, the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas, has carried on a careful, 
meticulous, and detailed examination 
and inquiry into these serious charges. 
The statements which he has made to
day present the inescapable conclusions 
of the subcommittee which can be drawn 
and must be drawn from the inquiry. 
There can be no question from an exam
ination of the facts that at best the so
called Khaibar Khan has wholly, shock
ingly and reprehensibly failed to sub
stantiate the charges which he has 
made; at worst, he and his associates are 
guilty of the grossest kind of f abrica
tion and fraud. I personally am in
clined to the latter opinion. I concur in 
the statement of our distinguished 
chairman that the question should be 
turned over to the Department of Justice 
for appropriate action. I commend our 
distinguished chairman for his handling 
of this inquiry, and I associate myself 
with his statement here today. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from South Dakota. 

Mr. MUNDT. As members of the 
committee, I believe we all recognize 
that we are delegating to the Depart
ment of Justice a rather prodigious job 
as they look over the mishmash of con
fusing testimony which has come to us. 
But I believe there is at least the pos
sibility that the Department of Justice 
may get a real assist from another source 
in trying to find out the facts in this 
case and in building the proper back
ground of evidence with which to make a 
charge of perjury. • 

It has come to my attention indirectly 
that a prominent American magazine is 
planning to publish an article on the 
activities of Khaibar Khan. I believe 
the magazine should be forewarned that 
it will not be able to enjoy any element 
of congressional immunity for anything 
appearing in the article, because our 
hearings have not been published. They 
have been taken in executive session. 
There will be no privileged material in 
the magazine article insofar as basing 
it on congressional testimony is con
cerned. 

If the article carries out the purport 
of the Khaibar Khan story, and if the 
facts are as we believe them to be, it will 
be essentially and notoriously libelous
libelous of some very important Ameri
cans, libelous of a great many people 
whose good reputation will be at stake 
and who will necessarily desire to carry 
Khaibar Khan and company into the 
civil courts in a case of civil libel. 

In my experience, I have found that 
it has sometimes been easier to establish 
facts in a civil suit for libel than it has 
been to ask the Department of Justice to 
screen conflicting testimony. 

I recall the fact that Alger Hiss escaped 
any kind of punishment from the law in 
this country until he trapped himself into 
instigating a libel suit against one Whit
taker Chambers. ·When a civil suit for 
money is brought ·in an American court, 
the kind of evidence which often crops up 
is amazing. II this magazine carries the 
propased article, if it contains the story in 

detail that Khaibar Khan imposed upon 
us, and if the facts are what the commit
tee believes them to be, I can well imagine 
that there will be some rather substan
tial libel suits filed against that magazine. 
In that case it will be a question of "fish 
or cut bait." At that instance either the 
whole Khaibar Khan fabrication will fall 
down like a house of cards, or he will be 
compelled to produce evidence which he 
did not make available to our committee 
with which to substantiate his charges. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, 
since the distinguished Senator from 
South Dakota has ref erred to a magazine 
article that might appear, I believe the 
RECORD should be made clear that the ac
tion taken here today had been author
ized and directed before any member of 
the committee, so far as I know, ever 
heard of an impending magazine article. 

Mr. MUNDT. That is certainly cor
rect so far as the Senator from South 
Dakota is concerned. We took our action 
some time last week, and I did not hear 
about the story until the past weekend. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The first I knew 
about a purported magazine article was 
about 9 o'clock on Friday night. I took 
some papers home to read, and I found 
among them an advance copy of the arti
cle. That had nothing to do with the ac
tion of the committee. The action to 
make this statement and to refer the 
question to the Department of Justice was 
taken by the committee before the com
mittee .ever heard of a purported maga
zine article. 

Mr. MUNDT. As contained in the 
printed record of our last session, . the 
chairman made the announcement one 
day last week. That statement appears 
in the official notes of the committee. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I think the record 
will be clear. I thank the Senator. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ne
braska. 

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I concur 
in what my chairman, the distinguished 
senior Senator from Arkansas, has said 
about the Khaibar Khan investigation. 

I was present in executive session 
when Khaibar Khan and Miss Marian 
Kushan appeared in the first instance 
and presented their allegations. The al
legations were such that they called for 
a painstaking investigation and inquiry 
into many things and many approaches 
to the problem. As usual, the commit
tee, under the leadership of Chairman 
McCLELLAN, conducted a thorough in
vestigation. There rests upan the com
mittee an obligation to the taxpayers, to 
the Government of the United States as 
an entity, and, of course, to every indi
vidual whose name was mentioned in the 
allegations. 

The distinguished chairman stated 
that there were three executive sessions. 
The subject was discussed many times 
in addition to the discussions at the spe-

.. cific meetings called for this purpase. 
Inquiries were made from time to time 
with members of the staff concerning 
their progress. A thorough investiga
tion of the subject was made. The alle
.gations were not found to be true, as was 
stated by the chairman. I think that 
should be said, and it should be said by 
au of us who participated. 



7018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE April 5, 1965 

I take this occasion to say to the Sen
ate and to the country at large that 
Chairman McCLELLAN has conducted a 
careful, painstaking, thorough investi
gation. His conclusions are· correct, they 
are accurate, and they are in the public 
interest. I commend him for it. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Nebraska. Of 
course, we do not accomplish anything 
except as a team. We all work together. 
I am indebted to my colleagues on the 
committee and to the able staff for these 
good results-I hope they are good re
sults-that we have been able to accom
plish in the inquiry. 

I yield the floor. 

INVESTIGATION OF BANKS 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, sev

eral weeks ago I introduced a bill to con
duct a study of the manner and the 
method in which the fiscal position of 
banks would be investigated. It has 
been my belief that the liquidity of the 
banks is growing worse as time goes on. 
I am also of the conviction that loose 
practices have developed in the making 
of loans. I have noted that the news
papers, in relation to the investigation 
which the Committee on Government 
Operations is conducting, have touched 
upon the subject lightly. 

I ask the Senator from Arkansas 
whether in his committee he contem
plates exploring the noncoordination 
that exists between different Federal 
officials who are in charge of inspecting 
banks, ascertaining their liquidity, and 
determining the · type of their manage
ment. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The first three or 
four witnesses to appear before the com
mittee were the heads of the four agen
cies of the Federal Government that 
have some responsibility in connection 
with the banking and the building and 
loan system in our country. In the 
course of their testimony, it developed 
that apparently there had not been the 
kind of coordination and cooperation 
that some of us think should prevail. 

Subsequent testimony has also re
vealed some other information that 
would tend to substantiate the charge 
that there has not been the liaison and 
cooperation between agencies that there 
should be. We are already into it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I have observed that 
some measures have already been 
adopted as a consequence of the investi
gation. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Some action has 
already been taken. Some practices 
have been discontinued, and therefore, I 
think that there is better liaison and 
better cooperation than there was when 
the hearings began. 

Mr. LA USC HE. My own opinion is 
that the isolated revelations that have 
thus far come to the surface are char
acteristic of what were to be found, in 
many instances, in the type of credit 
that is accepted and in the looseness of 
accredited practices. 

I stated 3 or 4 weeks ago that 10 
years back the Government bonds and 
cash held by banks constituted about 

66 percent of the assets. Thirty-four 
percent of the assets were in the form of 
other types of nonliquid assets. 

In the 10-year period, the very oppe>site 
has developed. Thirty-four percent of 
the assets are in Government bonds and 
cash, and the remainder is in nonliquid 
assets. 

I am further of the belief that that 
condition is growing worse. It is my sin
cere hope that this problem will not only 
be attended to so far as the revelations 
that have thus far occurred are con
cerned, but that the matter will be 
checked into deeply, to learn whether 
or not new laws are needed and whether 
the present supervisory powers that are 
exercised by the Government are ade
quate to protect depositors in the banks. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The committee has 
already found some practices that, in 
my judgment, might well be termed rep
rehensible; but these practices, so far as 
I know now, were confined to the banks 
that we have been investigating. It may 
well be that the same situation exists in 
other banks. However, I believe that the 
practice that we have so far found is not 
too widespread; but where such prac
tices exist, they ought to be exposed. If 
they exist at all, they should not exist. 

The committee will pursue the matter. 
·It will take some time. We cannot do 
this work in a day. We have a formi
dable task to do when we ,go into all the 
ramifications. We can expose a little at 
a time, and that is what we shall have 
to do. · I thank the the distinguished 
Senator from Ohio. 

THE ADMINIST'RATION'S 1965 FARM 
PR9POSALS 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, as 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, I introduce for appro
priate reference the administration's 
1965 farm proposals. I expect soon to 
introduce proposed legislation of my 
own covering some of the commodities 
included in the administration's bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
TYDINGS in the chair) . The bill will be 
received and appropriately referred. 

The bill <S. 1702) to maintain farm 
income, to stabilize prices and as.sure 
adequate supplies of agriculture com
modities, to reduce surpluses, ·lower Gov
ernment costs and promote foreign trade, 
to afford greater economic opportunity 
in rural areas, and for other purposes, 
introduced by Mr. ELLENDER, by request, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, I have 
not as yet had time to study the bill in 
detail, but from a cursory examination, 
I find that it contains six titles, which 
deal with all major farm crops, except
ing cotton, peanuts, and tobacco. 

Title I would extend the voluntary 
wheat certificate program for 2 years 
with a few changes from the present 
law. One of the most imPortant, it 
seems to me, is that for the first time 
in many years an administration has 
asked that farmers receive the full parity 

· price for that part of wheat production 
-used domestically. 

Mr. President, it is stated that our 
country is the most prosperous in the 
world. The gross national product in 
the last quarter of 1964 reached a high 
of almost $631 billion. Total national 
income in 1964 reached a new high of 
$510 billion. Business and professional 
income was at $39.3 billion, the highest 
ever; rental income at $12.4 billion, was 
also the highest ever; net interest income 
was at a new high of $27 .8 billion; cor
porate profits reached $57.3 billion, the 
highest ever. But, what happened to 
farm income? Well at $12.7 billion, farm 
income was $300 million less than in 
1963, and $5.1 billion less than the 1948 
high of $17 .8 billion. 

Under these circumstances, where 
there is 8o much prosperity, and where 
all incomes are up, except in agriculture, 
I do not feel that it is asking too much 
when only parity is asked for wheat
growers on that portion of wheat pro
duced for domestic consumption. 

We have minimum wage and other la
bor laws to help labor, we have tariff 
laws and special tax laws to help busi
ness; therefore, why not special pro
grams to help agriculture? 

Title II of the bill would also extend 
the voluntary feed grain diversion pro
gram for 2 years with certain changes. 
One of the principal changes as I see it, 
would permit the diverted acreage to be 
devoted to the production of soybeans, as 
well as guar and other nonsupported 
crops that are not in surplus. 

Title III contains a 2-year certificate 
program for rice which has deep impli
cations, and which will require much 
study so that rice farmers can obtain a 
fair share of income. 

Title IV would extend the Wool Act for 
2 years with some minor changes. 

Title V provides for a cropland adjust
ment program under which land would 
be taken out of production under long
term agreements with producers. That 
title will require close study, as we have 
had in tpe past much experience on a 
similar program. 

And finally title VI provides for trans
fer by sale, lease, or other means of acre
age allotments, base acres, and sugar 
proportionate shares. This is another 
title which will require close attention as 
i·t represents quite a departure from our 
current method of handling acreage 
allotments. 

As I said, Mr. President, I have not had 
time to study the full implications of the 
provisions of this bill. I am introducing 
it so that all interested parties can study 
and appraise the advantages and disad
vantages inherent in such legislation. It 
is my hope that the Senate committee 
can begin to hold hearings within, say, 
3 or 4 weeks. This will give every in
terested party plenty of time to prepare. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed, following my re
marks, an explanation of the bill. 

There being no objection, the explana
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

SUMMARY OF PRINCIPAL PROVISIONS OF 
. PROPOSED Bn.L 

TITLE I-WHEAT 

Title I would extend the voluntary wheat 
marketing certificate program for 2 years--
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1966 and 1967-with certain changes in the 
program features. 

1. Wheat marketing quotas would be sus
pended during the operation o;! the volun
tary program. 

2. Acreage allotments would be continued 
for purposes of determining eligibility for 
price support. marketing certificates and 
diversion payments, but certain changes 
would be made to simplify the method for 
determining allotments. Under the new 
method, State, county and farm allotments 
will simply be computed on the basis of the 
preceding year's allotment. 

3. The marketing certificate program 
would be similar to that in effect for 1964 and 
1965 with the following changes: 

(a) The number of certificates received by 
each farm would be based on the projected 
farm yield rather than the normal yield. 

(b) The bill would authorize the Secre
tary to provide for distributing the certifi
cates among the producers on the farm on a 
fair and equitable basis instead of requiring 
them to be distributed on the basis of the 
respective shares of the producers in the 
wheat crop. 

(c) The Secretary would be authorized to 
adjust the amount of certificates issued with 
respect to any farm for failure of a producer 
to comply fully. 

(d) "Food products" for which marketing 
certificates are required to be purchased by 
processors are redefined to mean those 
products composed wholly or partly of wheat 
to be used for human consumption, including 
beverage, as determined by the Secretary. 

(e) The Secretary would be authorized to 
exempt processors from the requirement to 
purchase certificates for wheat produced by 
a State and processed for use by the State, 
wheat processed for donation and wheat proc
essed for other noncommercial uses. 

4. The diversion program for wheat would 
be extended for two years-1966 and 1967-
with the following changes: 

(a) The limitation of 50 per centum of the 
price support rate on diversion payments 
would be removed. 

(b) The limitation on the number of acres 
of additional voluntary diversion would be 
raised from 20 per centum of the farm allot
ment to 50 per centum of the allotment. 

( c) The Secretary may permit the diverted 
acreage to be devoted to guar, sesame, saf
fiower, sunfiower, castor beans, mustard seed, 
soybeans and :flax, if he determines that such 
production of the commodity is needed, is 
not likely to increase the cost of the price 
support program, and will not adversely af
fect farm income. 

5. Price support-
(i) for wheat with domestic certificates 

would be between 65 and 100 per centum of 
parity. Price support for wheat with export 
certificates would be at such level, not more 
than parity, as the Secretary determines; 

(ii) for non-certificate wheat would be on 
the basis of competitive world prices of wheat 
and the feeding value of wheat in relation 
to feed grains. 

6. Minimum price for sales of wheat from 
Commodity Credit Corporation stocks would 
be 105 per centum of loan rate, plus reason
able carrying charges, as under the program 
in effect for 1964 and 1965. 

7. The existing provisions of law permit
ting substitution of wheat and feed grains 
would be left in effect. 

8. After 1967, the existing provisions of law 
for marketing quotas, marketing certificates, 
and price support would again become 
effective. 

Title I of the bill would also amend section 
377 of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 
1938, as amended, to preserve the acreage 
allotment for the farm for any commodity 
in any case in which the acreage planted to 
the commodity is less than the allotment. 

Title I would also change the marketing 
quota provisions on rice and wheat to pro-

vide that in computing marketing penalties, 
the excess production on which the penalty 
will be assessed will be determined on the 
basis of the projected farm yield instead of 
the normal yield. "Projected farm yield" is 
defined as the yield per harvested acre of 
such crop on the farm during each of the 3 
calendar years immediately preceding the 
year tn which such crop is produced, ad
justed for abnormal weather conditions 
affecting such yield, for trends in yields, and 
for any significant changes in production 
practices. 

TITLE ll-FEED GRAINS 

Title II would extend the feed grairi. pro
gram for 2 years--1966 and 1967-with cer
tain changes in the program features. 

1. Price support-
(a) If a feed grain diversion program ls in 

effect, producers would be required, as a 
condition of eligibility for price support, to 
participate in the diversion program to the 
extent prescribed by the Secretary. 

(i) Existing law, which would remaiu in 
effect, provides that if an acreage diversion 
program is in effect for feed grains, price 

· support corn shall be at 65 to 90 percent of 
parity and at comparable levels for grain 
sorghums, barley, oats, and rye. 

(ii) A payment-in-kind, in addition to 
price support provided thTough loans and 
purchases, would be authorized to be made 
available to producers participating in the 
acreage diversion program. In determining 
the amount or amounts of the payment-in
kind, the Secretary would be authorized oo 
take into account the extent of participation 
by the producer. The payment-in-kind 
would be made on such part of the feed grain 
acreage as the Secretary determines desira.ble 
to effectuate the purposes of the program. 
The Secretary could permit producers oo have 
acreage devoted to soybeans considered as de
voted to feed grains for purposes of pay
ments-in-kind. The bill would authorize the 
Secretary to provide for distributing the pay
ment-in-kind cer.tific01tes on a fair and equi
table basis instead of requiring them to be 
distributed on the basis of the respective 
shares of the producers in the feed grain 
crop. The Secretary would be authorized to 
adjust the payments-in-kind for failure to 
comply fully with the program. 

(b) If an acreage diversion program is not 
in effect, existing law, which would remain 
in effect, provides that price support for 
corn shall not be not less than 50 or more 
than 90 percent of parity as wm not re
sult in increasing Commodity Credit corpo
ration stocks and at compara.ble levels for 
grain sorghums, barley, oats, and rye. 

2. The feed grain acreage diversion pro
gram would be similar to that in effect for 
1964 and 1965 with the following changes: 

(a) The limitation on payments of 50 
percent of the price support rate would be 
removed. 

(b) The Secretary may permit the diverted 
acreage to be devoted to the production of 
gua.r, soybeans, sesam.e, sa.tllower, sunfiower, 
castor beans, mustard seed, and :flax, if he 
determines that such production of the 
commodity is needed, ls not likely to increase 
the cost of the price support program, and 
will not adversely affect farm income. 

( c) The program would be limited to corn, 
grain sorghums, and, if designated by the 
Secretary, barley. 

(d) The payment limitation of 20 percent 
of the fair market value with respect to 
acreage involved in the program would be 
removed. 

( e) The malting barley exemption would 
be removed. 

3. The existing provisions of la.w permitting 
substitution of wheat and feed grains would 
be left in effect. 

TITLE m-RICE 

Title m of the blll would authorize a 
marketing certificate program for rice for 2 

years-1966 and 1967-similar to the market
ing certificate program for wheat. Market
ing quotas would remain in effect. 

1. The Secretary would proclaim a national 
acreage allotment equal to the number of 
acres which the Secretary determines wm, on 
the basis of the projected national yield 
and expected underplantings of farm acre
age allotments, produce an amount of rice 
which, together with the estimated carryover, 
would be adequate to make available a sup
ply equal to estimated domestic consump
tion, exports, and an adequate carryover. 
The minimum national acreage allotment 
would be one which would produce not less 
than 60 million hundredweights of rice in
stead of the 1,652,596 acres specified under 
existing law. 

2. Producers would receive a rice market
ing allocation on which marketing certificates 
would be issued equal to the number of 
hundredweights obtained by multiplying the 
estimated production on the allotted acres 
by the percentage estimated by the Secre
tary to be the percentage of the rice crop 
which will be used in the United States dur
ing the marketing year except for seed. Pro
vision is made for issuing additional certifi
cates to be financed by Commodity Credit 
Oorporation on the first 1,500 hundredweight 
of each farmer's production. Thus, small 
producers would receive relatively the high
est returns from marketing certificates. 

3. The marketing certificates would have a 
value per hundredweight equal to the differ
ence between the price support on certificate 
rice and noncertificate rice. 

4. Marketing certificates would be required 
to cover all rice processed in the United States 
and all processed rice imported into the 
United States, but the value of the certifi
cates would be refunded on all processed rice 
exported from the United States. The Secre
tary would be authorized to exempt proces
sors from the requirement to purchase cer
tificates from (i) rice processed for dona
tion, (ii) rice processed for use on the farm 
where grown, (111) rice produced by a State 
or agency thereof and processed for use by the 
State or agency thereof, and (iv) rice proc
essed for uses determined by the Secretary 
to be noncommercial. 

5. Commodity Credit Corporation would be 
authorized to buy and sell marketing cer
tificates. 

6. The Secretary would be authorized to 
take such action as he determines would be 
necessary to facUitate the transition from 
the program currently in effect to the market
ing certificate program. 

7. Price support-
(!) for rice with marketing certificates 

would be between 65 and 100 percent of 
parity; 

(ii) for noncertificate rice would be at 
such level, not in excess of parity, as the 
Secretary determines will provide orderly 
marketing of rice and retain an adequate 
share of the world market, taking into con
sidera~ion the price of rice in world markets 
and other factors. 

8. The minimum price for sales of rice 
from Commodity Credit Corporation stocks 
would be 105 percent of loan rate, plus 
reasonable carrying charges. 

9. After 1967, the existing provisions of 
law for acreage allotments, marketing quotas, 
and price support will again become effective. 

Title III would also provide authority to 
reduce the r·ice acreage allotment for any 
farm if the farmowner or landlord evicts or 
otherwise mistreats a rice tenant or share
cropper on the farm. 

TITLE IV-WOOL 

Title IV would amend the National Wool 
Act to extend the period during which price 
support may be made thereunder beyond its 
present termination date of March 31, 1966, to 
December 31, 1967. The bill would further 
amend that act by deleting the presently 
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stated policy of encouraging domestic pro
duction of 300 million pounds of sh.orn wool, 
and the requirement that the support level 
be such as will result in a production of .360 
million pounds if such support level would 
not exceed 90 percent of parity, and 
providing in lieu thereof a new policy of 
supporting wool at such level as will encour
age domestic production of as much of the 
Nation's requirements of wool as possible at 
prices fair to both producers and consumers, 
minimize the adverse effect upon foreign 
trade, and not result in such an increase in 
lamb production as will depress lamb prices 
and reduce the total returns to producers 
from sheep production. Provision is made 
for three graduated levels of price support 
based upon each producer's marketings dur
ing the marketing year. Thus, small pro
ducers would receive relatively the highest 
returns from price support. 

TITLE V--CROPLAND ADJUSTMENT 

Title V would extend the Soil Bank Act to 
authorize a long-term cropland adjustment 
program under which the Secretary would be 
authorized to enter into long-term agree
ments with producers to assist them in di
verting their cropland to vegetative cover, 
water storage facilities, or other soil-, water-, 
wildlife-, or forest-conserving uses, or prac
tices or uses for the establishment, protec
tion, and conservation of open spaces, natural 
beauty, wildlife, and recreational resources, 
and for the prevention of air and water 
pollution. 

The Secretary would be authorized to en
ter into contracts with producers during the 
period 1965 through 1970 to be carried out 
during the period ending not later than De
cember 31, 1979. The period covered by any 
contract would be not less than 5 years nor 
more than 10 years. 

Grazing would be prohibited except in the 
case of severe drought, flood, or other nat
ural disaster. 

In return for the producer's diverting his 
cropland to approved uses, the Secretary 
would share the cost of establishing such 
uses and make an annual payment to the 
producer for the period covered by the con
tract. Authority would be given to the 
Secretary to make the annual payments for 
au years of the contract upon approval of 
the contract or in installments. 

The totl'!-1 acreage placed under contract in 
any county would be limited to a percent
age of the total eligible acreage in such 
county as the Secretary determines would 
not adversely affect the economy of the 
county. 

For the purpose of obtaining an increase in 
the permanent retirement of cropland to 
noncrop uses, the Secretary would be au
thorized to transfer funds appropriated for 
carrying out the program to any other Fed
eral agency or to States or local governmen
tal agencies for use in acquiring cropland for 
the preservation of open spaces and natural 
beauty, the development of wildlife and rec
reational facilities, and the prevention of 
air and water pollution. 

The Secretary would also be authorized to 
share the cost with State and local govern
mental agencies in the establishment of 
practices and uses which will establish, pro
tect, an:d conserve open spaces, natural 
beauty, wildlife, and recreational resources 
and prevent air and water pollution. 

Title V would also provide authority un
der which the Secretary would be author
ized to prescribe a uniform rule for the 
preservation of cropland, crop acreage, and 
allotment history with respect to acreage 
which is devoted to vegetative cover and 
other approved v.-ses. 

TITLE Vl--'l'RANFER OF ALLOTMENTS 

Title VI would- authorize the Secretary to 
permit the transfer by sale., lease, or other 
means of acreage allotments, base acreages, 

and sugar proportionate shares which have 
been, established under Federal law, includ
ing the transfer from one farm owned by a 
person to another farm owned by him. The 
Secretary could not authorize the transfer 
of allotments, base acreages, and propor
tionate shares unless he determined that 
the effective operation of the program in
volved would not be impaired. 

No transfer would be permitted outside 
the State, from a farm subject to a mortgage 
or other lien unless agreed to by the lien
holder, or until a copy of the transfer had 
been filed with the county committee of the 
county to which transferred and it was de
term1ned by the committee that it complied 
with the provisions of the statute. 

The transfer of an allotment, base acre
age, or proportionate share also would in
clude the acreage history and marketing 
quota attributable thereto. 

The Secretary would be required to pre
scribe regulations governing transfers in
cluding provisions for adjusting the size of 
the allotment transferred if the farm to 
which the allotment is transferred has a sub
stantially higher yield, and for putting rea- · 
sonable limits on the size of the resulting 
allotments. 

If the farm from which the transfer was 
made was covered by a conservation reserve 
contract, cropland conversion agreement, or 
other similar land utilization agreement, the 
rates of payment in the contract or agree
ment would be appropriately adjusted, but 
no similar adjustment would be made for the 
farm to which the transfer is made. 

Provisions of existing law authorizing 
leases of tobacco allotments and transfer of 
producer rice allotments would be repealed. 

ACREAGE-POUNDAGE MARKETING 
QUOTAS FOR TOBACCO 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 5721) to amend the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
. amended, to provide for acreage-pound
age marketing quotas for tobacco, to 
amend the tobacco price support provi
sions of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, a 
little more than 28 years ago, I intro
duced that title of the law which now 
covers tobacco. During the entire time 
the tobacco law has been on the statute 
books, somehow, in some way, tobacco 
growers when they wanted to <tmend the 
law, got together and agreed to present 
a united front with respect to any 
changes to be made. 

I point out that since 1956 the acreage 
in tobacco has decreased from 875,200 
acres to 626,000 acres. All of that reduc
tion was agreed to by the tobacco grow.:.. 
ers. I regret that today there is some 
difference of opi.nion among the tobacco 
growers. 

I attended the hearings and was pres
ent when all parties testified on the pro
posal now before the Senate. Except for 
some of the witnesses from Georgia and 
Florida and a few others who testified 
against the bill, the rest of the tobacco 
growers of the country seem to be in 
accord. 

I believe the record will show that the 
tobacco growers of Georgia and Florida 
produce from 10 to 13 percent of the 
Flue-cured tobacco that we are discuss
ing. The rest of ·the crop is produced in 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, 
and some in Kentucky. · 

I gave consideration to the fact that 
there was testimony in the hearings 
tending to show that under the law last 
year the Secretary of Agriculture pre
sented a proposal to the tobacco growers 
whereby they were further to reduce 
their acr.eage by 19.5 percent. That pro
posal was submitted to the farmers. It 
carried by over two-thirds of those 
voting. That concerned me. However, 
I learned later that a precedent had been 
established in 1955. The farmers had 
previously approved marketing quotas 
for the 1953, 1954, and 1955 crops of bur
ley tobacco. The Secretary established 
quotas for 1955 which required a 10 per
cent reduction in allotments. This was 
not a large enough reduction, and legis
lation was passed providing for a further 
15-percent reduction, if approved by 
farmers in a referendum. I believe that 
action constitutes a valid precedent for 
the present bill. It is up to Congress to 
make this change if it sees fit. If the 
present bill is enacted, it would mean 
that the tobacco growers would be given 
another opportunity to vote on a pro
posal which will reflect the new pro
visions of the pending bill. 

There is no doubt that something must 
and should be done with respect to 
tobacco. I understand that the admin
istration is in favor of the bill as pre
sented with the possible exception of one 
amendment offered by the distinguished 
Senator from Kentucky. But, I do not 
believe there is much opposition to that 
amendment. 

If the tobacco price support program 
is 'to continue, be of value and not hurt 
the farmers in the future, it seems to me 
that something must be done to curtail 
the enormous surplus now in the ware
houses . 

As my good friend from North Caro
lina pointed out, because Florida and 
Georgia markets for tobacco open a little 
earlier than the tobacco markets in Vir
ginia, South Carolina,_ North Carolina, 
and Kentucky, they have an advantage 
in being able to sell their crops at an 
earlier date. I understand that was the 
reason given by witnesses as to why there 
is less tobacco placed under loan from 
Florida and Georgia. 

The fact remains that about 88 per
cent of the tobacco that we are talking 
about now-a tremendous percentage
is grown in the States of North Carolina, 
South Carolina, and Virginia in partic
ular. It would seem to me that unless 
something is done to alleviate this sur
plus we will be in serious trou,ble ." This 
bill, if enacted, will correct the problem 
by putt,ing the production· of tobacco on 
an acreage-poundage basis rather than 
just acreage. Because of this .there will 
likely be a reduction in production this 
year. 

There is no doubt in my mind that 
reduction8 in tobacco acreage have stim
ulated intensive cultivation and growth 
of much tobacco that is now not of high 
quality. As the acreages of the farmers 
decrease they ·pour a little more-fertilizer 
on the crop, they plant the tobacco stalks 
a little closer ·and the rows a little closer, 
resulting in more production. · 

As a result, as I recall, the production 
of tobacco has increased from about 600 
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to 800 pounds per acre, when the bill was 
first put on the statute books, to about 
2,200 pounds now. All of that has come 
about, in my opinion, because the acre
age in tobacco has been smaller and 
smaller. Of course, the farmers tried to 
grow more and more tobacco on the de
creased acreage. 

The pending bill, as I understand, con
templates putting tobacco allocations on 
an acreage-poundage basis, which would 
mean that a farmer would be allocated 
so many pounds as a marketing quota. 
In that way he would probably be able 
to plant a little larger acreage, and not 
use so much fertilizer, and perhaps pro
duce a better quality of tobacco that will 
be readily sold on the market. 

Because of the fact that there is such 
a large quantity of surplus tobacco on 
hand, it is my belief we ought to give the 
bill a trial, at any rate. I am hopeful 
the Senate will look with favor on the 
bill. 

As I have said, the administration is 
for the bill. In the new farm bill, which 
I just sent to the desk for reference, 
tobacco is not included. As I under
stand, this will be the only bill intro
duced this year affecting tobacco. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. · So 
far. as I know, that is correct. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I ask that the bill 
be enacted. 

AMENDMENT OF MANPOWER DE
VELOPMENT AND TRAINING ACT 
OF 1962 . 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be- . 

fore the Senate the amendment of the 
House of Representatives to the bill <S. 
974) to amend the Manpower Develop
ment and Training Act of 1962, as 
amended, and for other purposes, which 
was to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Man
power Act of 1965". 

SEC. 2. (a) Section 102(5) of the Manpower 
Development and Training Act of 1962, as 
amended (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Act"), is amended by adding a comma after 
the word " arrange" and inserting "through 
grants or contracts," immediately following 
the comma. 

(b) Section 102 of the Act is further 
amended by striking out "and" at the end 
of pairagraph (4), by striking out the periOd 
at the end of pa.ragr·aph ( 5) and inserting in 
lieu of such period"; ·and", and by adding at 
the end of such section the following new 
paragraph: 

"(6) establish a program of experimental, 
developmental, demonstration, and pilot 
projects, through grants to or contracts with 
public or private nonprofit organizations, or 
through contracts with other private orga
nizations, for the purpose of improving tech
niques and demonstrating the effectiveness 
of specialized methOds in meeting the man
power, employment, and training problems 
of worker groups such as the long-term un
employed, . disadvantaged youth, displaced 
older workers, the handicapped, members of 
minority groups, and other similar groups. 
In carrying out this subsection the Secretary 
of Labor shall, where appropriate, consult 
:Witll the Secret&ries of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and Commerce, and the Direc
~or of the Office of Economic Opportunity. 
Where programs under this paragraph re
quire institutional training, appropriate _ ar
rangements for ·such-training shall be agreed 

to by the Secretary of Labor and the Secre
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare. He 
shall also seek the advice of consultants with 
respect to the standards governing the ade
quacy and design of proposals, the ability 
of applicants and the priority of projects in 
meeting the objectives of this Act." 

SEC. 3. (a) Title I of the Act is amended 
by renumbering sections 103 and 104 as sec
tions 106 and 107, respectively, and by in
serting immediately after section 102 the fol
lowing new sections: 

"JOB DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS 
"SEC. 103. The Secretary of Labor shall 

stimulate and assist, in cooperation with 
interested agencies both public and private, 
job development programs, through on-the
job training and other suitable methOds, that 
will serve to expand employment by the fill
ing of those service and related needs which 
are not now being met because of lack of 
trained workers or other reasons affecting em
ployment or opportunities for employment. 

"LABOR MOBILITY DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS 
"SEC. 104. (a) During the period ending 

June 30, 1967, the Secretary of Labor shall 
develop and carry out, in a limited number 
of geographical areas, pilot projects designed 
to assess or demonstrate the effectiveness in 
reducing unemployment of programs to in
crease the mobility of unemployed workers 
by providing assistance to meet their reloca
tion expenses. In carrying out such projects 
tlie Secretary may provide such assistance, 
ih the form of grants or loans, or both, only 
to involuntarily unemployed individuals 
who cannot reasonably be expected to secure 
full-time employment in the community in 
which they reside, have bona fide offers of 
employment (other than temporary or sea
sonal employment), and are deemed quali
fied to perform the work for which they are 
being employed. 

"(b) Loans or grants provided under this 
section shall be subject to such terms and 
conditions as the Secretary shall prescribe, 
with loans subject to the following limita
tions: 

" ( 1) there is reasonable assurance of re
payment of the loan; 

"(2) the credit is not otherwise available 
on reasonable terms from private sources or 
other Federal, State, or loca l programs; 

"(3) the amount of the loan, together 
with other funds available, is adequate to 
assure achievement of the purposes for 
which the loan is made; 

" ( 4) the loan bears interest at a rate not 
less than (A) a rate determined by the Sec
retary of the Treasury, taking into con
sideration the average market yield on out
standing Treasury obligations of comparable 
maturity, plus (B) such additional charge, 
if any, toward covering other costs of the 
program as the Secretary may determine to 
be consistent with its purposes; and 

" ( 5) the ·loan is repayable within not more 
than ten years. 

" ( c) Of the funds appropriated for a fiscal 
year to carry out this Act, not more than 
$5,000,000 may be used for the purposes of 
this section. 
"TRAINEE PLACEMENT ASSISTANCE DEMONSTRA

TION PROJECTS 
"SEC. 105. During the periOd ending June 

30, 1967, the Secretary of Labor shall de
velop and carry out experimental and dem
onstration projects to assist in the place
ment of persons seeking employment 
through a public .employment office who have 
successfully completed or participated in a 
federally assisted or financed training, coun
seling, work training, or work experience 
program and who, after appropriate coun
seling, have been found by the Secretary to 
be qualified and suitable for the employment 
in question, but to whom employment is or 
may be denied for reasons other than ability 
to perform, including difficulty in securing 

bonds for indemnifying their employers 
against loss from the infidelity, dishonesty, or 
default of such persons. In carrying out 
these projects the Secretary may make pay
ments to or contracts with employers or in
stitutions authorized to indemnify employers 
against such losses. Of the funds appropri
ated for fiscal years ending June 30, 1966, and 
June 30, 1967, not more than $200,000 and 
$300,000, respectively, may be used for the 
purpose of carrying out this section." 

(b) Sectton 102(2) of the Act is amended 
by striking out " 104" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "107". 

SEC. 4. Section 202(i) of the Act is 
amended by striking out ", and such persons 
shall be eligible for training allowances for 
not to exceed an additional twenty weeks" . 

SEC. 5. (a) Section 203(a) of the Act is 
amended as follows: 

· (1) Amend the second sentence thereof 
to read as follows: "Such payments shall be 
made for a periOd not exceeding one hun
dred and four weeks, and the basic amount 
of any such payment in any week for per
sons undergoing training, including uncom
pensated employer-provided training, shall 
not exceed $10 more than the amount of the 
average weekly gross unemployment com
pensation payment (including allowances 
for dependents) for a week of total unem
ployment in the State making such pay
ments during the most recent four-calendar
quarter period for which such data are 
available: Provided, That the basic amount 
of such payments may be increased by $5 
a week for each dependent over two up to a 
maximum of four additional dependents: 
Provided further, That in any week an in
dividual who, but for his training, would be 
entitled to unemployment compensation in 
excess of his total allowance, including pay
ments for dependents, shall receive an allow
ance increased by the amount of such ex
cess."; 

(2) Amend the second paragraph thereof 
to read as follows: 

"With respect to any week for which a 
person receives unemployment compensation 
under title XV of the Social Securit·y Act 
or any other Federal or State unemploy
ment compensation law which is less than 
the total training allowance, including pay
ments for dependents, provided for by the 
preceding paragraph, a supplemental train
ing allowance may be paid to a person eligible 
for a training allowance under this Act. The 
supplemental training allowance shall not 
exceed the difference between his unem
ployment compensation and the training al
lowance provided by the preceding para
graph."; 

( 3) Insert the words "under the training 
program" after "compensated hours per 
week" in the third paragraph of such sub
section; 

( 4) In lieu of the fourth paragraph of 
such subsection insert the following: 

"The training allowance of a person en
gaged in training under section 204 or 231 
shall not be reduced on account of employ
ment (other than employment under an 
on-the-job training program under section 
204) which does not exceed twenty hours per 
week, but shall be reduced in an amount 
equal to his full earnings for hours worked 
(other than in employment under such an 
on-the-job training program) in excess of 
twenty hours per week." 

(b) (1) Section 203(b) of the Act is 
amended by striking out the matter fol
lowing "to defray transportation" and pre
ceding "Provided", and by inserting in lieu 
of such matter the following: "expenses, and 
when such training is provided in facilities 
which are not within commuting distance of 
the trainee~s regular place of residence, sub
sistence expenses for separate maintenance 
of the trainee: ". 

(2) Such subsection is further amended 
by inserting immediately before the period 
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at the end thereof the following: ", except 
in the case of local transportation where he 
may authorize reimbursement for the 
trainee's travel by the most economical mode 
of public transportation, and except that in 
noncontiguous States and in areas outside 
the continental United States where the per 
diem allowance prescribed under section 836 
of title 5, United States Code, exceeds the 
maximum per diem allowance prescribed 
under that section for contiguous States, the 
Secretary may provide for a reasonable in
crease 1n the transportation and subsistence 
expenses in such amounts as he may deem 
necessary to carry out the purposes of this 
Act, and subject to such limitations as he 
may prescribe". 

( c) Section 203 ( c) of the Act is amended 
as follows: 

( 1) Strike the words "not less than" in 
the first sentence and insert "at least" in 
lieu thereof; 

(2) Strike out everything in the first sen
tence after the words "gainful employment", 
and insert the following in lieu thereof: " : 
Provided, That they are not members of a 
family or a household in which the head 
of the family or the head of the household 
as defined in the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954 is employed."; 

(3) Amend the last sentence to read as 
follows: "The number of youths under the 
age of twenty-two who are receiving training 
allowances (or who would be entitled thereto 
but for the receipt of unemployment com
pensation) shall, except for such adjust
ments as may be necessary for effective man
agement of programs under this section, not 
exceed 25 per centum of all persons receiv
ing such allowances (or who would be en
titled thereto but for the receipt of unem
ployment compensation)." 

(d) Subsection (d) Of section 203 of the 
Act is repealed and subsections (e), (f), (g) , 
(h), (i), and (j) of such sections are desig
nated as (d), (e), (f), (g), (h), and (1), 
respectively. 

( e) The first sentence of section 203 ( g) ( 2) 
of the Act (as redesignated by section 5(d) 
of this Act) is amended by striking out ev
erything t~at follows "all of such benefits 
paid" and inserting in lieu thereof a period. 

SEC. 6. Section 208 of the Act is repealed. 
SEC. 7. Section 231 of the Act is amended 

by striking the third sentence and inserting 
in lieu thereof the following: "The State 
agency shall be paid not more than 90 per 
centum of the cost t.o the State of carrying 
out the agreement, unless the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare determines 
that payments in excess of 90 per centum are 
necessary because such payments with re
spect to private institutions are required to 
give full effect to the purposes of the Act: 
Provided, That for the period ending June 30, 
1966, the State agency shall be paid 100 per 
centum of the cost to the State of carrying 
out the agreement. Non-Federal contribu
tions may be in cash or kind, fairly evalu
ated, including but not limited to plant, 
equipment, and services." 

SEC. 8. Title II of the Act is amended by 
adding part C to the end thereof to read as 
follows: 

"PART C-REDEVELOPMENT AREAS 
"SEC. 241. (a) The Secretaries of Labor 

and of Health, Education, and Welfare, in 
accordance with their respective responsi
bilities under parts A and B of this title, are 
authorized to provide a supplementary pro
gram of training and training allowances, in 
consultation with the Secretary of Com
merce, for unemployed and underemployed 
persons residing in areas designated as re
development areas by the Secretary of Com
merce under the Area Redevelopment Act or 
any subsequent Act authorizing such desig
nation. Such program shall be carried out 
by the Secretaries of Labor and of Health, 
Education, and Welfare in accordance with 

the provisions otherwise applicable to pro
grams under this Act and with their respec
tive functions under those provisions, except 
that--

"(1) the Secretary of Labor, in consulta
tion with the Secretary of Commerce, shall 
determine the occupational training or re
training needs of unemployed or underem
ployed individuals residing in redevelopment 
areas; 

"(2) all unemployed or underemployed in
dividuals residing in redevelopment areas 
who can reasonably be expected to obtain 
employment as a result of such training may 
be referred and selected for training and 
shall be eligible for training allowances un
der this section: Provided, That the amount 
and duration of training allowances under 
this section shall in no event exceed the 
a.mount and duration of training allowances 
provided under section 203 (a) of this Act; 

"(3) the Secretaries of Labor and of 
Health, Education, and Welfare shall, each 
with respect to his functions under this sec
tion, prescribe jointly with the Secretary of 
Commerce such rules and regulations as may 
be necessary to carry out the purposes of 
this section; and 

"(4) section 301 shall not apply with re
spect to funds available under this section. 

"(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for each fl.seal year such 
amounts as may be necessary to carry out 
this section." 

(b) Sections 16 and 17 of the Area Red'e
velopment Act (42 U.S.C. 2513 and 2514) are 
repealed. 

(c) This section and the amendments 
made by it shall take effect on July 1, 1965. 

SEC. 9. Section 301 of the Act is amended 
by striking the period at the end thereof, 
inserting a colon, and adding the following 
proviso: 

"Provided, That no funds apportioned with 
respect to a State in any fl.seal year shall be 
reapportioned before the expiration of the 
6th month of such fl.seal year and only upon 
30 days' prior notice to such State of the 
proposed reapportionment, except that the 
requirement for prior notice shall not apply 
with respect to any reapportionment made · 
during the last quarter of the fl.sea.I year." 

SEC. 10. Section 302 of the Act is amended 
by striking the word "and" following "the 
Smith-Hughes Vocational Education Act" in
serting a. comma in lieu thereof, and insert
ing "and the Vocational Education Act of 
1963," following "the Vocational Education 
Act of 1946,". 

SEC. 11. Section 304 of the Act is amended 
to read as follows: 

"SEC. 304. For the purpose of carrying out 
this Act there are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated for the fl.seal year ending June 
30, 1966, and for each of the two succeeding 
fl.seal years such amounts as may be neces
sary." 

SEC. 12. The following subsection is added 
to section 305 of the Act to read as follows: 

" ( e) The costs of all training programs ap
proved in any fl.seal year, including the to
tal cost of training allowances for such pro
grams, may be pa.id from funds appropriated 
for such purposes for that fl.seal year; and 
the a.mount of the Federal payment shall be 
computed on the basis of the per centum 
requirement in effect at the time such pro
grams are approved: Provided, -That funds 
appropriated for the fl.seal year ending June 
30, 1966, may be expended for training pro
grams approved under this Act prior to July 
1, 1965, and expenditures for such purposes 
shall be subject to the matching require
ments in effect at the time such programs 
were approved." 

SEC. 13. Subsection (a) of section 306 of 
the Act is a.mended by inserting after the 
comma. immediately following the word "pro
cedures" the following: "subject to such poli
cies, rules and regulations as they may pre
scribe, the approval of any program under 

section 202, the cost of which does not ex
ceed $75,000," 

SEC. 14. Sections 309(a) and 309(b) of the 
Act are both amended by striking "Prior to 
March 1, 1963, and again prior to April 1, 
1964, April 1, 1965, and April 1, 1966" and 
inserting in lieu thereof: "Prior to April 1 in 
each year for which an appropriation is au
thorized by section 304". 

SEc. 15. Section 310 of the Act is amended 
by striking out "1966" wherever it appears 
and inserting in lieu thereof "1968". 

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend
ment of the House to the bill (S. 974), 
which presently lies at the desk. This 
bill provided for some 20 amendments to 
the Manpower Development and Train
ing Act. The House did not agree with 
the Senate version. 

I move that the Senate ask for a con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses, and that conferees on the 
part of the Senate be appointed by the 
Chair. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. CLARK, 
Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. McNAMARA, Mr. PELL, 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. 
NELSON, Mr. PROUTY, Mr. JAVITS, and 
Mr. MURPHY conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the order for the quorum call be re
scinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ACREAGE-POUNDAGE MARKETING 
QUOTAS FOR TOBACCO 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 5721) to amend the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
amended, to provide for acreage-pound
age marketing quotas for tobacco, to 
amend the tobacco price support provi
sions of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous oo.nsent that 
the yeas and nays be ordered on the 
second amendment to be offered by the 
Senator from Georgia and the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I have no objection 
to voting immediately on our substitute 
amendment. On the next amendment 
to be offered I desire to have a yea-and
nay vote. Am I to understand the Sen
ator to ask unanimous consent that the 
yeas and nays be ordered on the next 
amendment to be offered? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Yes. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I have no objec

tion. 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I 

would have to object to unanimous con
sent being given for a yea-and-nay vote. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
ask that the yeas and nays be ordered 
on the next amendment that will be of-
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f ered by the Senator from Georgia and 
the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator must :first ask unanimous con
sent that it be in order to order the 
yeas and nays on the next amendment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I ask unanimous 
consent that it be in order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. Is the request for the 
yeas and nays sufficiently seconded? It 
is sufficiently seconded, and the yeas and 
nays are ordered. 

Mr. TALMADGE. As I understand, 
the vote will now be taken on the sub
stitute amendment of the Senator from 
Georgia and the Senator from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. TALMADGE. On the next 
amendment to be offered, we shall have 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
The question now is on agreeing to the 

pending amendment offered by the Sen
ator from Georgia and the Senator from 
Florida. [Putting the question.] 

The nays appear to have it. 
Mr. TALMADGE. I ask for a division. 
On a division the amendment was re-

jected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 

send to the desk an amendment offered 
on behalf of myself and the senior Sena
tor from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND]. I ask 
that the amendment be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. At the end of 
the bill add the following new section: 

SEC. 4. Nothing in this Act shall be con
strued as affecting the authority or responsi
bility of the Secretary of Agriculture under 
section 301(b) (15) or section 313(i) of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 with re
spect to providing that different types of 
tobacco shall be treated as different kinds of 
tobacco, or with respect to increasing allot
ments or quotas for farms producing certain 
types of tobacco. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the 
amendment was drafted by the attorney 
for the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. It would not change the exist
ing law in any way whatever. It does 
make clear, however, that the lawsuit 
which was filed on behalf of the farmers 
of Georgia and Florida, and won by those 
plaintiffs in the District Court for the 
Southern District of Georgia, which ob
tained a unanimous opinion in the :fifth 
circuit court of appeals upholding the 
lower court decision shall prevail and 
that that decision be preserved. 

The Senator in charge of the bill and 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
North Carolina say they have no desire 
to change that situation. However, the 
language of the bill would change the 
existing law, which provides: 

Any one or more of the types comprising 
any such kind of tobacco shall be treated 
as a "kind of tobacco" for the purposes of 
this Act if the Secretary finds there is a 
difference in supply and demand conditions 
as among such types of tobacco which re
sults in a difference in the adjustments 

needed in the marketings thereof in order 
to maintain supplies in line with demand. 

Let us turn to the provisions of the 
bill. What do we :find? 

On page 2 of the bill, lines 16 to 18, 
read: 

In making this determination the Secre
tary shall give consideration to such Fed
eral-State production research data as he 
deems relevant. 

He could get a letter from someone in 
Hong Kong and deem that relevant and 
throw out the lawsuit which our farmers 
have won. 

I ask the Senate to deal equitably with 
those who have gone to court to sustain 
their convictions and have won a judg
ment. If the Senate wishes to be fair 
and honorable, it will sustain the amend
ment. 

I yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, for the past 
10 years that I have served in Congress 
I have had the opportunity of working 
for and voting for every tobacco program 
that has been passed by Congress. I 
realize now that the Flue-cured tobacco 
growers have a problem and that there 
is a surplus of tobacco; therefore, some
thing must be done to relieve the situa
tion. For that reason I shall support the 
pending legislation. 

However, I believe that in all honesty 
and fairness the amendment of the Sen
ator from Georgia should be adopted, 
because there is litigation now pending 
in the court. Suit has been filed, and 
the lower court has held that the peti
tioners in the tobacco areas of Florida, 
Georgia, and South Carolina were cor
rect. 

I believe that Congress should not leg
islate these people out of court. 

I believe that they were right before 
the passage of the legislation, and that 
if their case was just and fair then, their 
case would be just and fair next year. 

Therefore, although the proposed leg
islation is intended to improve the tobac
co situation in the Flue-cured tobacco 
area, I am supporting the amendment 
for that reason. My colleagues in the 
Senate would be ill advised if they did 
not support the amendment of the Sen
ator from Georgia and the Senator from 
Florida, because although it has been 
said by some that the proposed legisla
tion would not throw these people out 
of court, still, if there is any possibility 
that they would be thrown out of court, 
the amendment is some insurance to 
those who are in court at this time. 
I believe the amendment should be 
adopted. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the able Senator from 
Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, several 
minutes ago I asked why a saving clause 
amendment to protect the lawsuit that 
was pending and decided in the courts 
of Georgia was not advisable. Now I un
derstand an amendment has been offered 
to provide a saving clause for that law
suit. In my opinion, nothing is more 
reprehensible in the conduct of legisla
tive bodies than to try by legislation to 
reverse decisions of our duly constituted 
courts. 

The court has spoken. There is an 
appeal pending to the U.S. Supreme 
Court. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I ask for 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I yield 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I say in complete 
charity, an effort is being made to sub
vert the decision of the court. It is 
wrong. This honorable body should not 
approve of it. 

Mr. President, I support completely 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the cosponsor of the 
amendment, the able and distinguished 
senior Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, it 
seems to me that the question we are 
asked to determine is this: Are we to 
stand by our oft spoken pledge to have 
and to insist upon a government of laws 
and not a government of men? 

If anyone wishes to read, even in a 
cursory fashion, lines 16 to 18 on page 2 
of the bill, he will see that the purpose 
is to give complete discretion to the 
Secretary to follow any rule that he be
lieves to be relevant in determining what 
shall be done under the law. I shall 
read those words again: 

In making this determination the Secre
tary shall give consideration to such Fed
eral-State production research data as he 
deems relevant. 

Mr. President, I do not believe that the 
Senate wishes to put itself on record as 
favoring the imposition of the judgment 
of any one man, no matter how dedi
cated he may be, in this important and 
controversial matter which is for the 
judgment of the courts. It is a case in 
which there has already been entered a 
decree of the District Court of the United 
States and a decree of the Circuit Court 
of Appeals of the United States, but in 
that litigation the :final word has not 
been spoken, because the appeal can go 
to the U.S. Supreme Court. 

I hope that the amendment will be 
adopted. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. I believe it is impor

tant to make legislative history on the 
amendment. It has been said on the 
:floor of the Senate by several Senators 
that they do not believe the amendment 
is necessary, because the existing section 
of the law would be maintained. 

I should like to ask the following ques
tion of the distinguished author of the 
amendment: In the event that the 
amendment should be adopted-and if it 
is correct, as I believe it to be, that the 
existing section of law would stand, 
whether the amendment is adopted or 
not-would the author say that the lan
guage of the amendment would create 
some kind of presumption which would 
then become an element for considera
tion by the court? Would it add any
thing? Would the amendment add any 
factor which the courts could then take 
into consideration? 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I do 
not believe the amendment would add 
any additional factor. That is not the 
intent of Senators who have offered the 
amendment. We merely wish to be very 
sure that" there is preserved the right of 
those who have gone to court to have a 
final court adjudication of the important 
question which they have raised under 
existing law, which applies not merely 
to tobacco, and not merely to type 14 
tobacco, but to many other commodities 
as well. We think that that point should 
be decided by the courts. It is for that 
reason that we have offered the amend
ment. 

Mr. COOPER. Then the Senator 
would agree-and I assume the Senator 
from Georgia would agree also---that the 
purpose of the amendment is to do noth
ing more than to preserve the existing 
law, and that it would in no way create 
a presumption upon which the court 
could fasten and say, "We have been 
directed by the Congress to act in a spe
cific way'' ? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia to 
answer that question. I have already 
said that we are acting merely to pre
serve a lawsuit so that it may go to the 
Supreme Court for adjudication. 

Mr. TALMADGE. It is the purpose 
and intent of the authors of the amend
ment to preserve the rights of the liti
gants under present law as they exist at 
the present time, without adding any ad
ditional r ights to or taking any rights 
away from them. ' In other words, we 
wish to preserve the status quo as it is 
at the present time. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. It is my judgment 

that if the amendment is adopted, 
nothing will be added or detracted from 
what will be offered to su:i;wort the action 
pending in the courts. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is my under
standing of the situation. It has been 
well stated by the Senator. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I yield to my colleague from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, it would 
be unsafe to adopt the amendment. The 
aµiendment provides: 

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
affecting the authority or responsibility of 
the Secretary of Agriculture under section 
301 (b) (15) or section 313(i) of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1938 with respect to 
providing different types of tobaccos shall be 
treated as different kinds of tobacco or with 
respect to increasing allotments or quotas 
for farmers producing certain types of to
bacco. 

All farmers producing tobacco produce 
certain types of tobacco. The language 
of the amendment in stating, in effeot, 
that the act shall not affect the author
. ity of the Secretary to increase the allot-
ments of farmers to produce certain 
types of tobacco would throw the valid
ity of the whole bill in doubt. For that 
reason the amendment ought to be voted 
down. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. , Mr. 
President, I wish to make a short state
ment and then I shall be ready to vote. 

There is no language in the bill which 
would in any way affect any authority or 
responsibility that the Secretary of Agri
culture may have under section 301 (b) 
(15) or section 313(i) of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act of 1938. Therefore 
there is no need for the amendment, and 
we do not know what its possible effect 
might be. If the bill passes in its present 
form, sections 301(b) (15) and 313(i) will 
remain fully effective. But if we were 
to adopt the amendment, we would be 
suggesting that there is something in the 
bill that would, but for the amendment, 
affect the Secretary's authorities and re
sponsibilities under section 301(b) (15). 

In view of the statements that have 
been made with respect to the pending 
lawsuit, it is certain that the adoption of 
the amendment would be argued as 
showing that we adopted the contention 
of one side or the other in this lawsuit. 
Therefore, I must oppose the amend
ment. I am ready to vote. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
shall detain the Senate only briefly. 

The able and distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina objected to the lan
guage in the last three lines of the 
amendment. I invite the attention of 
Senators to the fact that all that lan
guage does is to restate existing law. If 
Senators will turn to the hearings on the 
bill, page 193, they will see section 313(a), 
section 313 (g), and section 313(j). Sec
tion 313 (i) reads as follows: 

(i) Notwithstanding any other provi~ion of 
this Act, whenever after investigation the 
Secretary determines with respect to any kind 
of tobacco that a substantial difference exists 
in the usage or m arket outlets for any one 
or more of the types comprising such kind of 
tobacco and that the quantity of tobacco of 
such type or types to be produced under the 
marketing quotas and acreage allotments 
established pursuant to this section would 
not be sufficient to provide an adequate sup
ply for estimated market demands and carry
over requirements for such type or types of 
tobacco, the Secretary shall increase the mar
keting quotas and acreage allotments for 
farms producing such type or types of to
bacco-

And so forth. Mr. President, that is 
existing law, and only existing law. The 
amendment would not change it one bit. 
What it would do would be to provide: 

The Secretary shall give such consideration 
to such Federal-State production research 
data as he deems relevant. 

Mr. President, I do not wish the Sec
retary of Agriculture to look into the 
wastebasket and find a letter written 
by one in an insane asylum and say, 
"That is relevant." I think the Senate, if 
it wanted to be fair, would determine the 
same thing. I am ready to vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BASS 
in the chair) . The question is on agree
ing to the amendment of the Senator 
from Georgia. On this question, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
BURDICK], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DonnJ ; the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORE], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the Senator 

from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Sena
tor from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
SON], the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. 
MoNRONEY J, the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. PASTORE], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]' the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH], and the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] 
are absent on official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
McGovERNJ, the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. McINTYRE], the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON], the Sena
tor from Georgia [Mr. RussELLJ, the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
WILLIAMS] are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DonnJ , the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE], the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr . PASTORE] , and the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] would 
each vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Sen,ator from Delaware [Mr. BoGGsJ, the 
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITsJ. 
and the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL] are necessarily ab
sent. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEAR
soNJ is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPERJ and the Senator from California 
[Mr. MURPHY] are detained on official 
business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], 
the Senator from California [Mr. MUR
PHY J , and the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 47, 
nays 23, as follows: · 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bible 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dominick 

Anderson 
Bayh 
Brewster 
Cannon 
Ervin 
Fong 
Hart 
Inouye 

Bennett 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Dodd 
Eastlap.d 
Fulbright 
Gore 

[No. 42 Leg.] 

YEAS-47 
Douglas Mundt 
Ellender Muskie 
Fannin Pell 
Harris Prouty 
Holland Randolph 
Hruska Ribicoff 
Jordan, Idaho Scott 
Kennedy, Mass. Simpson 
Kennedy, N.Y. Smith 
Kuchel Sym ington 
Lausche Talmadge 
Long, Mo. Thurmond 
McClellan Tower 
Miller Williams, Del. 
Morse Young, Ohio 
Morton 

NAYS-23 
Jackson 
Jordan, N.C. 
Mansfield 
McCarthy 
McGee 
McNamara 
Metcalf 
Mond~le 

Montoya 
Moss 
Neuberger 
Proxmire 
Robertson 
Tydings 
Young, N. Dak. 

NOT VOTING---30 
Gruening 
Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Javits 
Johnston 

Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Monroney 
Murphy 
Nelson 
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Pastore Saltonstall Stennis 
Pearson Smathers Williams, N.J. 
Russell Sparkman Yarborough 

So the amendment offered by Mr. TAL
MADGE, for himself and Mr. HOLLAND, was 
agreed to. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, while 
the Senators are in the Chamber and 
the majority leader is present, I should 
like to have some indication of the order 
of business for tomorrow and the re
mainder of the week. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President at 
·the conclusion of business this after
noon, it is the intention of the leader
ship to adjourn until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow, at which time it will take up cal
endar order No. 134, S. 800, a bill to 
authorize appropriations during fiscal 
year 1966 for procurement of aircraft 
missiles, and naval vessels, and research'. 
development, test, and evaluation for 
the Armed Forces, and for other pur
poses. Following the disposition of that 
bill, and others which may be on the 
calendar tomorrow, it is our intention 
then to go over to Wednesday. We hope 
that at that time we shall be able to take 
up the education bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment was ordered to be 
printed in the fl.ECORD·, as follows: 

AMENDMENTS TO H.R. 5721 
Intended to be proposed by Mr. TALMADGE 

and Mr. HOLLAND to H.R. 5721, an Act 
to amend the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1938, as amended, to provide for acre
age-pou~dage marketing quotas for to
bacco, to amend the tobacco price support 
provisions of the Agricultural Act of 1949, 
as amended, and for other purposes, viz: 
On page 3, line 3, strike out "(f)" and in

sert" (e) ". 
On page 3, line 5, strike out "(e)" and 

insert "(d) ". 
On page 3, line 9, strike out "(f)" and 

insert " ( e) ". 
On page 3, beginning in line 9 with the 

word "In" strike out through line 14. 
On page 6, line 11, strike out "(f)" and 

insert "(e) ". 
Beginning on page 7 with line 15, strike out 

all through line 12 on page 8. 
On page 8, line 13, strike out "(c)" and 

insert " ( b ) ". 
On page 10, line 2, strike out "subsections 

(b) or (c)" and insert "subsection (b) ". 
On page 9, line 24, strike out "(d)" and 

insert " ( c) ". 
On page 11, strike out lines 2 through 6 

and insert "referendum on acreage-pound
age quotas under this subsection, and at least 
15 days prior to the holding of any special 
referendum under subsection (b) ". 
. On page 11, line 21, strike out "(e)" and 
msert "(d) " . 
. On page 12, line 19, strike out "(f)" and 
insert "(e) ". 

Beginning on page 13 with the word 
"Transfers" in line 23, strike out all through 
line 6 on page 14. 
. On page 14, line 7, strike out "(g)" and 

ACREAGE-POUNDAGE - MARKETING msert "(f) ". 
.QUOTAS FOR TOBACCO in~~t ?.(~) .. :6, line 3, strike out "(h)" and 

The Senate resumed the consideration On page 16, line 21, strike out "(f)" and 
of the bill (H.R. 5721) to amend the insert "(e)". 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as Beginning on page 16 with line 25, strike out all through line 15 on page 17. 
amended, to provide for acreage-pound-
age marketing quotas for tobacco, to Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, this 
amend the tobacco price support provi- a~endment would do one thing, and one 
sions of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as thmg only. It would postpone for 1 
amended, and for other purposes. year, until 1966, the acreage-poundage 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. provision with reference to tobacco. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that Burley is not included. It would place 
on the pending amendment the time be Flue-cured tobacco on the same basis 
limited to 20 minutes; 10 minutes to the as burley tobacco. There will be no 
side. · acreage-poundage law relating to burley 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there in the bill next year. 
objection? The Chair hears none, and Last - November, the Flue-cured to-
it is so ordered. bacoo farmer, in a referendum voted 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, are overwhelmingly, some 90-odd per~ent, to 
other amendments pending this eve- accept an acreage reduction of 19.5 per
ning, or is there a likelihood of a record cent on tobacco acreage. They have 
vote on the amendment? acted in good faith on the proposal of-

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, we fered by the Government to reduce acre
have agreed on a unanimous-consent age 19.5 percent down in Florida. 
agreement for 20 minutes; 10 minutes to In Florida virtually all of the ·Flue
a side. I shall not ask for a yea-and- cured tobacco people have already 
nay vote. So far as I am concerned, I planted their tobacco. In my own State 
shall be prepared to vote for passage of Georgia virtually all of them would 
after this amendment is disposed of. I have completed their tobacco planting 
have no objection to a yea-and-nay vote. · except that there has been a good deal 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. of we~ weather. That has impeded the 
President, I ask for the yeas and nays on plantmg of tobacco, but they have 
passage. bought the seed and fertilizer, and under 

The yeas and nays were ordered. normal conditions would have planted 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 100 I?ercent. 

send to the desk a,n amendment on be- If this measure is approved by the 
half of myself and the senior Senator Senate, the Secretary of Agriculture 
from Florida. I ask that the amend- must call another referendum and say 
ment not be read, but printed in the we did not mean what we said last 
RECORD. November. We are changing the rules in 

the middle of the game, even though we 
have agreed to. go ahead with this pro
gran_i. That is unfair and inequitable, 
particularly when the bill distinguishes 
between the burley producer and the 
Flue-cured tobacco producer. This 
measure would authorize poundage-acre
age next year, but not in the year 1965. 

I yield now to the able and distin
guished senior Senator from Florida, who 
cosponsored the amendment. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
· from Georgia. I shall have very little 
to say. 

The real reason for this amendment 
is very obvious. All of the tobacco acre
age in my State, which is not heavy, but 
belongs to some 5,200 growers, most of 
them small people, has been planted. 
There is no doubt about it. We know 
that is the case. 

The Senator from Georgia ref erred to 
a similar situation in his state just a 
little back of us. ' 

If the bill is passed-which I asume 
it will be-and signed by the President, 
a referendum will be had. There will 
be a 30-day delay. Before that time 
not only will every single grower of type 
14 tobacco already have planted but the 
planting will have been far advanced, 
and others up the seaboard will have 
planted. 

It is not right to change the law appli
cable to these people, when so much in
vestment has been made, when the in
dustry is already in trouble where there 
is a breach of feeling as between im
portant segments in the industry, and 
when the law makes an invidious dis
tinction between producers of Flue-cured 
tobacco and the equally fine people who 
produce burley tobacco. 

I commend the Senators from Ten
nessee and Kentucky for recommending 
to the committee that the producers of 
burley should not be affected until next 
year, which means November or Decem
ber of this year. It seems to me to 
make that distinction, particularly in 
view of the fact that the tobacco will 
have been planted for some weeks ahead 
and some of it for 2 or 3 months, is just 
as wrong as can be. 

We therefore urge that the two great 
branches of the tobacco producing in
dustry be placed on an equal footing and 
be treated alike, as they would be with 
the proposed change. I do not care what 
the growers decide to do if they have a 
fair chance to get to that question and 
have a fair chance to decide it, but I 
object to their having to decide it when 
there is such a great difference between 
this 12 percent-and it will be much 
greater-and the rest. I do object to 
their being affected in an invidious way, 
being called on to make expenditures 
when the floor · may be pulled out from 
under them. 

I see no reason for making this kind 
of distinction between the growers of 
Flue-cured and burley tobacco. If they 
want to approve it by a two-thirds or 
more vote in November or December, I 
.am willing to have them do it. I think 
it would be unwise to do it, but it is up to 
the growers. However, to force the 
change at this time is manifestly in
equitable. I hope the Senate will do 
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what it did a few minutes ago to avoid 
another manifest inequity when it voted 
that the litigation already pending would 
be saved from this bill. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
reserve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I yield 2 minutes to my col
league from North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, if the 
Congress passes this bill, it will not be 
forcing the tobacco growers to do any
thing. It will merely give them a chance 
to determine whether they pref er the 
provisions of this bill over the old acre
age allotments. We are in trouble today 
because the acreage procedures did not 
work. When acreage allotments are cut, 
the big growers merely put more fertil
izer on the ground to grow more tobacco. 
The little growers cannot do it. The big 
one are the ones responsible for the over
production, not the little growers. 

The pending bill would put stringent 
controls under the poundage system 
rather than the acreage system. We are 
giving the growers tbe right to say 
whether they prefer the change. If they 
do not, they will vote it down. 

There cannot be any comparison made 
as between the burley and Flue-cured to
bacco because burley is not in great over
supply. That is not true of Flue-cured 
tobacco. The two cannot be compared 
for that reason. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. ERVIN. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Burley is grown 

mostly in Kentucky. Most of the Flue
cured tobacco is grown in Florida, Geor
gia, the Carolinas, and Virginia. We 
have about 7 percent of it. There is an 
oversupply of it. Another bumper crop 
and we shall be ruined. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I yield myself 2 minutes. 
Flue-cured tobacco is included in this 
bill, but burley is not to be voted on this 
year, for the reason that burley is not in 
the trouble that Flue-cured tobacco is. 
There is no reason to have a referendum 
on burley this year. It authorizes the 
Secretary of Agriculture next year, if it is, 
necessary-it may not be necessary-to 
call a referendum, after he has held hear
ings in the burley districts, which include 
Tennessee, Kentucky, and North Caro
lina, mostly. This is the reason burley 
is not included for this year. 

Last year we sold on the domestic 
market and exported 1,100 million 
pounds of tobacco, but we produced 1,-
200 million to 1,250 million pounds. We 
put about 151 million more pounds in 
stock, which is that which we did not use 
or sell. 

Last year there was a 10-percent cut in 
acreage. On top of the 10-percent cut in 
acreage, we also produced about 11 per
cent more tobacco than we did before. 

The acreage system under which we 
are operating now is making a mockery 
of a balance between production and con
sumption. Technological processes give 
growers better ways for fertilizing, and 
better ways of tilling the soil, and other 
ways to get more tobacco out of a given 

piece of acreage. We have to do some
thing to bring the production down. 
People do not smoke acres; they smoke 
pounds of tobacco .. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator allotted to himself 
has expired. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. I 
yield the remaining time to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, how 
much time is left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min
utes. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, while I 
have been in the Senate Chamber during 
the debate, much of which concerned 
Flue-cured tobacco, until now I have not 
participated except to ask some questions 
about the last amendment for the pur
pose of securing an interpretation of that 
amendment. I have not participated in 
the debate principally because the bill, 
as has been said, does not apply to bur
ley tobacco this year. 

However, the bill does authorize acre
age-poundage programs for burley and 
dark leaf tobacco, which are produced 
in Kentucky, next year or later. If the 
Secretary desires to do so next year, he 
can ask for a referendum of burley grow
ers, to choose between acreage-poundage 
and the present program. If two-thirds 
of the farmers voting should then ap
prove, the acreage-poundage system of 
production controls would supersede and 
take the place of the present acreage al
lotment system of controls for the tobac
co price support program. 

I do not know what will happen dur
ing the coming crop year with respect 
to burley tobacco and Dark Fired and 
Dark Air-cured tobacco. 

I supported the bill because, unless 
either the growers keep yields and their 
production per acre down, or there is a 
very large increase in demand, it appears 
to me that our burley tobacco program 
will be getting into trouble. It may not 
be in serious trouble yet, but it could 
be. So I voted in committee for the bill 
in order to give our growers the oppor
tunity a year from now, if the Secretary 
asks for a referendum, to decide which 
of these programs would be best for bur
ley growers and for the producers of 
Dark Fired and Dark Air-cured tobacco. 

I believe that the entire tobacco pro
gram is in considerable difficulty. As I 
sat on the subcommittee which held 
hearings on this bill under the direction 
of its chairman, the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. JORDAN], and with the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE], 
I do have a duty to report my conclu
sions and my judgment as a result of 
those hearings. 

There ·is a difference in the supply 
situation of Flue-cured tobacco and bur
ley tobacco. For example, in the case of 
burley tobacco, Government loan stocks · 
on February 28, 1965, amounted to 341 
million pounds. In the case of Flue
cured tobacco, Government loan stocks 
amounted to 938 million pounds valued 
at more than $600 million. 

As I interpret the testimony we heard, 
it was to the effect that if this year there 

is a good crop of Flue-cured tobacco-
and the same would apply to burley 
tobacco---we could have a surplus in 
1965 equal to that of 1964, and there 
could again be some 285 million pounds 
of Flue-cured tobacco placed under Gov
ernment loan from that crop, which even 
allowing for some sales would mean over 
a billion pounds of Flue-cured tobacco 
held by the Government at the close of 
this marketing year. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senat.or be

lieve that the Flue-cured tobacco in
dustry will produce that great a surplus, 
when it will have to operate with 19% 
percent less acreage that it did last year, 
by its own vote? 

Mr. COOPER. No, it may not pro
duce that much. I do point out, though, 
that last year we had a cut in burley 
acreage of 10 percent, and we had a 
drought. Yet even with the drought and 
the 10 percent cut, 50 million more 
pounds were produced than used, so that 
the total supply reached an all-time 
high. 

Consequently, I believe that if our 
growers, both Flue-cured and burley, be
gin to believe that we are moving toward 
a stronger program, we shall find this 
year that they will put on more fertilizer, 
irrigate the land, and make every effort 
to get the utmost out of their produc
tion. The end result will be that the ex
cess production will go into Government 
stocks. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Kentucky yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. COOPER. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. ERVIN. We did have the 10-per

cent cut in Flue-cured tobacco last year 
and it did not accomplish very much, 
did it? 

Mr. COOPER. The Senator is cor
rect; about 1 percent more was pro
duced, I understand. Unless our grow
ers of tobacco use restraint and reduce 
their yields-and being good farmers 
and good businessmen, I do not believe 
they are going to do tha t--we are going 
to have increased production per acre 
every year. Even with additional cuts 
in acreage, farmers will work hard to 
realize just as much. If acreage cuts are 
continually off set by higher yields, in the 
end the price support program will just 
collapse. 

I remember in 1948, when I first came 
to the Senate, I had the opportunity to 
introduce, with Senator Barkley, the 
amendment which today gives tobacco 
growers the 90 percent of parity support 
price. The distinguished Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], who is the spon
sor of the amendment now before the 
Senate, voted for that amendment and 
supported the 1948 bill. We carried it 
by one vote. That price support pro
gram has given our tobacco growers $1 
billion more in the last 16 years than 
they would have received otherwise. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Kentucky has 
expired. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Kentucky may speak for 2 addi
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senator from Kentucky is 
recognized for 2 ~ditional minutes. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I felt 
that I should make these comments, be
cause I have served on the price support 
and production adjustment subcommit
tee of the Senate Agriculture Committee 
and have heard all the testimony. I 
supported the amendment just offered 
by the distinguished Senators, from 
Florida and Georgia, who are also mem
bers of the committee, because their 
growers have had this case in the district 
court and the circuit court of appeals, 
and their claim has been sustained. 

The tobacco raised in the States of 
Georgia and Florida is designated as a 
particular type of tobacco. Consequently, 
I do not believe that anything should be 
placed in the bill which would deny their 
producers the right to have their final 
hearing in court. If the courts should 
decide as the lower courts have decided, 
their case is protected anyway. I believe 
there is unanimous agreement on that 
point. But based upon all the testimony 
which I heard, I must say that I have 
come to the conclusion, particularly in 
the case of Flue-cured tobacco, and 
probably in the case of burley, that un
less we mend our ways, the tobacco pro
gram could collapse and we could lose 
our price support program. Every to
bacco grower who grows any kind of 
tobacco would then find himself in the 
worst possible shape. In the 1930's and 
early 1940's, we remember, tobacco was 
selling at 15 cents, 18 cents, and 20 cents 
a pound. 

Let me conclude by saying that this bill 
would give farmers an opportunity to 
vote. And two-thirds of them must vote 
to approve the aicreage-poundage pro
gram before it can become their program. 
Therefore, I must oppose the amend
ment, but have taken this opportunity to 
state my position in support of the bill, 
and I hope that it wi.l.l be enacted. 

Mr. President, one of my amendments 
contained in the committee bill is de
signed to protect the position of small 
burley growers, who have allotments of 
one-half acre or less, and who are now 
protected under the acreage program. 
Senator JENNINGS RANDOLPH has spoken 
to me about the many small growers in 
his State of West Virginia. He strong
ly supports the amendment, and asked 
me to express in the Senate his view that 
it is very important, and that it must 
be retained in the final bill enacted by 
the Congress. I am glad to do so, for I 
have also kept in close touch with the 
Senators from Tennessee and Members 
of the House· of Representatives who 
wish to insist upon the provision. 

Mr. President, I am glad that the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry adopted my amendments, which are 
now part of the bill the Senate will pass 
today. I ask unanimous consent that 
my views contained in the committee re
port, Which describes these amendments, 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

Also, I have requested the latest figures 
on tobacco from the Department of Agri
culture, and so that the record will be 
complete ask that this information, to
gether with a brief statement, be included 
also. 

There being no objection, the individ
ual views, tables, and statements were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF SENATOR COOPER 
The tobacco program has been a good 

farm program. It has been good for farm
ers-for whom it has secured fair prices. 
And it has operated without substantial 
cost to taxpayers or loss to the Government. 
It has done so because tobacco growers have 
demonstrated their willingness and ab1lity 
to maintain supplies in line with demand 
by accepting effective production controls. 

But, in recent years, yields have increased 
rapidly-as much as 35 percent between 
1960 and 1963, or 600 pounds more burley 
grown per acre-requiring repeated cuts in 
farm acreage allotments. And during the 
hearings of our committee on this bill, 
Under Secretary of Agriculture Murphy testi
fied that the present program would require 
continuing cuts as production per acre con
tinues to climb. 

This bill would give farmers a choice be
tween the present system of acreage controls 
and the acreage-poundage plan developed 
and recommended by the Department of 
Agriculture. As one of my amendments 
makes clear, unless two-thirds of the growers 
of a kind of tobacco vote in a special referen
dum for acreage-poundage, the existing acre
age allotment and price-support program 
will remain in full effect. 

Tobacco is the chief cash farm crop of 
Kentucky. The State ranks second in to
bacco production only to North Carolina. 
It is the principal source of burley tobacco, 
which together with Dark Air-cured and 
Dark Fired, accounts for some $300 milllon 
of Kentucky's annual farm incom.e. More 
than 300,000 farm fam1lies--140,000 of them 
in Kentucky--depend for their livelihood 
largely or in part upon their burley tobacco 
allotments. While this bill would apply 
immediately to Flue-cured tobacco, it also 
authorizes an acreage-poundage referendilm 
next year or later for burley and other types 
of tobacco. 

My purpose is to insure that any program 
presented to tobacco farmers protects the 
existing price-support program, and that full 
information will be provided to burley and 
dark leaf tobacco growers before an acreage
poundage referendum is held. For this rea
son I offered several amendments to the 
House bill. All were adopted by the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, and I trust will 
be maintained in whatever acreage-pound
age plan may be enacted by the Congress. 

The committee amendments are described 
briefly in the Senate report. They are the 
amendments which I offered in committee, 
with the exception of the technical amend
ments for Flue-cured, 2 and 11, and amend
ment No. 4, which applies to all kinds of 
tobacco. I concurred in this amendment, 
offered by senator JORDAN. It is a very im
portant amendment because it provides a 
more equitable method of allotting the na
tional poundage quota among growers than 
does the House bill. 

I am also glad that the House adopted tlie 
amendment of Congressman STUBBLEFIELD, 
of Kentucky, requiring field hearings by the 
Department of Agriculture to secure the 
views of growers before holding a referendum 
on acreage-poundage for any type of tobacco 
except Flue-cured. 

Amendment No. 1 applies to all types of 
tobacco. Its _purpose is to maintain the 

reserve supply level established in present 
law, which assures adequate stocks of to
bacco--2.8 years' use in the case of burley. 
The amendment is also designed to prevent 
too drastic cuts in growers' poundage quotas, 
for the purpose of working off existing Gov
ernment-loan stocks. 

Amendment No. 12 permits burley growers 
to market up to 20 percent over their pound
age quota-if they· wish to do so by taking 
a corresponding reduction in their next year's 
acreage allotment and poundage quota. 
Un~ike Flue-cured tobacco which ls "primed" 
by pulllng leaves from the stalk as they ripen 
in the field over a period of several weeks, 
the entire stalk of burley is cut, hung in the 
barn, cured, and then stripped and taken to 
market. Some years, depending on weather, 
it would be difficult for burley growers to hit 
their poundage goal precisely. There is a 
market, and an export market, for a wide 
variety of burley grades from the entire stalk. 
If good tobacco, ready for market, is not to 
be needlessly destroyed, this degree of flexi
b111ty ts needed in burley-and in any event, 
it is a decision properly left to the farmer. 

Amendment No. 13 applies to farms now 
having burley allotments of one-half acre 
or less. Under present law these small allot
ments are protected from cuts, but the ad
ministration bill made no provision for them 
under acreage-poundage. Under my amend
ment, the initial poundage quotas for small 
farms would be set on the same basis as all 
other farms. But after this initial adjust
ment, the quotas for these farms could not 
in future years be reduced below that figure. 
In this connection, I point out the testi
mony of the Department before our commit
tee that while 33,000 Kentucky farms have 
burley allotments of one-half acre_ or less, 
this 23 percent of the allotments represents 
only 6 percent of the tobacco acreage. YE>t 
these are often the allotments supporting 
families who have a real struggle for exist.
ence. 

Amendment No. 14 requires the Depart
ment of Agriculture to consult with growers, 
State farm organizations, and tobacco co
operatives in determining the need for and 
details of an acreage-poundage plan for types 
other than Flue-cured tobacco. Amend
ments 6 and 8 assure ample notice of an 
acreage-poundage referendum, and require 
that each tobacco farmer be notified of his 
poundage quota and acreage allotment µ.t 
least 15 days before the referendum. My 
other amendments are technical or similar 
in purpose. 

I will vote for the bill, which has been 
recommended by the President and submit
ted by the Secretary of Agriculture. It gives 
tobacco growers a choice between the present 
and proposed methods of controlling pro
duction under the tobacco price support pro
gram. In making this choice, my amend
ments are intended to inform our farmers 
as fully as possible about the tobacco supply 
situation, its effect upon the tobacco price 
support program, and the details of the 
acreage-poundage proposal. 

The tobacco price support program must 
not be allowed to collapse under the weight 
of an unmanageable · surplus. Deeper cuts 
in acreage allotments year after year would 
be intolerable, and are not a fair solution 
to the problem of increasing farm yields. 

I believe that all of us-tobacco growers, 
Members of Congress from the tobacco-grow
ing States, and all those who work with 
tobacco--must join together to secure the 
best means to protect and continue the 
price support program, without which the 
tobacco grower would suffer great loss. We 
have worked hard throughout the years to 
protect our tobacco program and make it 
successful. We must continue to do so. 

JOHN SHERMAN COOPER. 
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TABLE I 

1962 1963 1964 

· Production, value, and number of allotments (by crop years) for U.S. 
tobacc_o production 

U .s. tobacco production (pounds) ___ ----- --------------- -- ----------- --- ---- -------- --- ---~---------Value received by farmers __________ - --- -- - -- -- -- -- -- ___ -- _____ -- ___________________________________ _ 
Nu.m ber of allotments _________________________ ______ _______________________________________________ _ 

2. 314. 751. 000 I 
$1, 363, 808, 000 

572,462 

2. 343. 230. 000 I 
$1, 351, 842, 000 

570, 156 

2, 229, 972, 000 
$1, 306, 764, 000 

565,692 

Production, value, and number of allotments for U.S. burley tobacco 
production 

U.S. burley production (pounds) __ ------ "-'---------------------------------------------------------Value received by farmers __________________________________________________________________________ _ 
Number of allotments ______________________________________________________________________________ _ 

674. 854. 000 I 
$395, 448, 000 

301, 142 

755. 146. 000 I 
$446, 706, 000 

299, 843 

631, 462, 000 
$380, 772, 000 

298, 633 

Production, value, and number of allotments for Kentucky tobacco 
production 

Kentucky tobacco production (pounds)_------------------------------------------------------------ 493. 515. 000 I 
$278, 310, 000 

563. 384. 000 I 
$326, 540, 000 

463, 772, 000 
$272, 052, 000 

171,453 
Value received by farmers ___ ------------------------------------------------------------------------Number of allotments ____ ______________ ----- --- --- _________________________________________________ _ 173, 457 172,327 

TABLE IL-Tobacco: Acreage, yield, production, disappearance, price and crop value, United States, for specified years (farm-sales weight) 

Crop year Yield 
Disappearance 1 .Average 

Acreage Production price per Value of crop 
pound 

Total Domestic Exports 
t l 

Thousand Million Million Million Million Million 
acres Pounds 

.Average: 
pounds pounds pounds pounds Cents dollars 

1925-29 ____ - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- - - - -- -- - - - - -- - - - -- - - - - -- -- - - 1, 756 773 1, 356 1,387 787 600 18. 7 253 
1935-39 _____ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,647 883 1,460 1,358 900 458 19.5 278 

1945 ____ - - - - - -- - - - - - -- - - - -- - - -- - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - --- 1, 821 1,094 1, 991 1, 928 1,334 594 42.6 848 
1946 ____ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- 1, 961 1, 181 2, 315 2,012 1,355 657 45.1 1,044 
1947 ---- -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- 1, 852 1, 138 2, 107 1,850 1,413 437 43.6 918 
1948 ____ - - ~ - -- -- - ---- · -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- --- - - - - - - - 1, 554 1,274 1, 980 1,922 1,417 505 48.2 955 
1949 __ ·- - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- -- - -- - -- -- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 1,623 1, 213 1, 969 1, 951 1,420 531 45.9 905 
1950 _____ - - - - - - - - - - - --- - -- - - - - - - -- - - -- -- - - -- - - - - - ---- --- - - - 1, 599 1,269 2,030 1, 975 1,452 523 51. 7 1,049 
1951 ____ - - - --- -- -- ----- - - -.- -- - - -- - - - - - - -- -- - - - -- - - -- - - -- - - 1, 780 1,310 2,332 2,072 1,488 584 51.1 1, l91 
1952 ____ - - -- - -- - - -- - -- - - -- - - - - -- -- -- -- - - - - - - - -- -- - - -- - - -- - 1, 772 1, 273 2, 256 2,055 1,557 498 49. 9 1, 125 1953 ____ __________________________________________________ 1,633 1;261 2,059 1,995 1,480 515 52.3 1, 076 1954 ______________________________________________________ 1,668 1,346 2,243 1,935 1,419 516 51.1 1, 147 
1955 _____ - - ---- -- -- - --- -- -- - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - --- - - -- -- -- -- - - 1,495 1,466 2,193 2,058 1,410 648 53.2 1,166 
1956 ____ - -- -- - - -- - - - - - - - - --- -- -- -- -- ---- - -- -- - - - - - -- -- - -- - 1,364 1, 596 2,176 1,929 1,373 556 53. 7 1,169 
1957 ____ - - - -- -- -- -- - - ---- - - - -- - - - - --- -- - - -- -- - - - - - -- - - - - - - 1, 122 1,486 1,668 l, 921 1,393 528 56.1 936 
1958 ____ -- - -- - - -- -- -- -- ---- - - - ._ - - - - - -- --- -- - -- - - - - - -- --- - - 1,078 1,611 1, 737 1,923 1,388 535 59.9 1,040 
1959 ____ __ -- - - - - - - - -~ -- -- - - - --- - ----- -- -- - -- - -- - - - --- - - - -- 1, 153 1, 558 1, 796 1, 928 1, 425 503 58. 3 1,048 1960 ______________________________________________________ 1, 142 1, 703 1,944 2,030 1,463 567 60. 9 1, 186 
1961_ ___ __ - - -- -- - -- - - -- - - - - - -- --- -- - - -- - - -- - -- - - - -- -- - - - - - 1, 174 1, 755 2, 061 2,051 1,461 590 63.8 1, 315 
1962 ___ - - -- - ----- - - - - -- - - - -- - - -- -- - -- -- -- - -- -- - - -- - -- - - - - - 1, 224 1, 891 2,315 2,002 1, 472 530 58. 9 1,364 
1963 2 _ - - - --- -- -- --- -- - - -- - -- ---- - - - - - --- - - - --- - - - - -- - - - - - 1, 175 1, 993 2,343 2,056 1,447 609 57. 7 1,352 
1964 2 _ - - - - - - --- - - - - -- .- - - - - - - -- - - --- ---- - - - - - - -- -- -- - - - - -- 1,080 2,066 2,230 -------------- -------------- -------------- 58. 6 1,307 

1 For Flue-cured and Cigar-wrapper, year beginning July 1; for other types, Oct. 1. 
' 2 Preliminary. 

Source: Tobacco Situations, December 1963 and Deeember 1964, ERS, USDA. 

TABLE UL-Quantity and amount of investment in outstanding loans on tobacco by Commodity Credit Corporation on Jan. 31, 1965 

Kinds of tobacco 
Quantity, 

redried and 
packed 
weight 1 

.Amount 
of invest

ment 2 

Million 
dollars 

t: 

Kinds of tobacco 
Quantity, 

redried and 
packed 
weight 1 

Million 
pounds 

.Amount 
of invest

ment 2 

Million 
dollars 

Flue-cured ____________ -- - -- --- -- - -- --- -- -- -- -- - --- -- -- --

Million 
pounds 

819 
306 

38 

606 Other kinds a ___ ---------------------------------------- 27 14 
Burley __ _______ -- -- --- - - ---- - --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --- -
Kentucky-Tennessee Fire-cured __ ----------------------Kentucky-Tennessee Dark air-cured ___________________ _ 20 

2M Total tobacco '- __ --------------------------------
10 

1,210 864 

1 The farm-sales weight equivalents of the tobacco under loan on Jan. 31, 1965, are 
estimated in million pounds as follows: Flue-cured, 952; burley, 344; Kentucky
Tennessee Fire-cured, 42; Kentucky-Tennessee Dark air-cured, 23; other kinds, 29; 
and total tobacco 1,39C. • 

2 The amount of investment shown in CCC accounts represents the unpaid principal 
balance of the loans to cooperative associations to implement r.rice-support operations 

at the grower level. The actual value of the tobacco pledged as collateral for these 
loans based on the prices at which it is available to the trade exceeds the CCC invest
ment by a sizable margin. 

a Includes Virginia Fire-cured, Connecticut-Massachusetts Cigar-binder, Wisconsin
Ohio Cigar-binder and Cigar-filler, and Maryland tobaccos. 

'Total djtfers slightly from summation of kinds due to rounding. 

TABLE IV .-Value of tobacco exports (sales for dollars and for local currencies, by years) 

Calendar year 

1955 __ ---- --- ---- - ---- -- ------- -- --- -- ___ ·_ 
1956_ - --- ------- - - - -- -- - - --- - --- - -- - -- -- --
1957 - - -- --- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- - - - --
1958 __ -- -- - - --- -- -- -- -- -- - - -- -- -- - -- - -- ---
1959_ ---- ----- - -- -- -- -- -- --- - - - - -- - - -- -- --

Value of all 
tobacco 
exports 

Millions 
$418.8 

399.3 
432. 7 
439. 5 
440. 5 

Value of 
tobacco 
exports, 
title I, 

Public Law 
480 

Millions 
$31.3 

48. 5 
26.6 
28.3 
41. 6 

Title I sales 
as percent of 
total exports 

Percent 
7. 5 

12. 1 
6.1 
6. 4 
9.4 

Principal markets for tobacco: United Kingdom, West Germany, Japan, Nether
lands, Belgium, Sweden, Switzerland, Denmark, Ireland, .Australia. 

Calendar year 

1960 ___ -- ------ - --- ---- -- - ---- ---- - - ~-----
1961 __ -- -- ----- -- -- - - - -- --- - -- -- --- ---- ---
1962 __ ._ -- - ---- -- - - - --- - -- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- --
1963 ____ ------ ----- - --- -- - ----- -- ----- -- --
1964 __ --- - - --- ----- -- - - - - - - ---- -- --- ---- --1 

Value of all 
tobacco 
exports 

Millions 
476.8 
499. 0 
491.0 
522.4 
544.S 

Valu°e of 
tobacco 
exports, 
title I, 

Public Law 
480 

Millions 
22. 0 
20.4 
22. 2 
25.1 
22. 9 

Title I sales 
as percent of 
total exports 

Percent 
4.6 
4.1 
4.5 
4.8 
4. 2 

Principal markets for Public Law 480 commodities: Developing countries. 
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TABLE V.-Price support and related pr9gram. costs, basic 1 and selected commodities, Oct. 17, 1933, through June 30, 1964 

Commodity Price support Title I, Public Tota 
Law480 

Feed grains __________ ----- ____________ -- _______________ __ ____________________ ------ ________________ _ 
<' $3, 990, 799, 783 $785, 762, 898 3 $5, 292, 163, 840 Com and products ________________________________________________ : ____________________________ _ (2, 865, 711, 758) (435, 961, 353) (3, 622, 686, 201) 

Wheat and products ______ ---- -- -- -- -- ------ ---- --- ----- - -- _ -- -- -- -- --- __ -- ___ ---- ____ _________ -- __ _ 2, 089, 714, 316 7, 399, 536, 695 • & 12, 571, 816, 232 
Rice ________ ---- --- ----- -- -- ---- -- ---- ---- ---- -- -- --- ------ -- ---- - -- ---- - ----- ---- - ---- - -- -- ---- -- -- 228, 129, 085 818, 308, 104 1, 245, 520, 628 
Tobacco-- --- ------- - ---- -- -- ------ ---- -- -- -- ---- -- ---------- ---- -- - -- ---- -- -- -- --- ---- -- - -- -- -- -- -- - 43, 655, 959 281, 951, 387 329, 132, 552 

1, 273, 391, 836 
3, 362, 560, 982 

Cotton, upland __ ______ ______ ---------------_ ----- - -- --- ---- -- ---- ----- __ • __ ----- __ ------- _______ ___ _ 1, 609, 769, 839 e 3, 786, 367, 178 
Dairy products-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 126, 731, 645 4, 198, 028, 330 
Oils and oilseeds __________________ ----------- ____ --- _______________ ------ __________________________ _ 589, 085, 430 793, 478, 380 1, 432, 472, 169 

Peanuts ____________________ - __ - -- -- --- -- -- -- -- --- -- -- -- - --- -- _ - __ - __ - -_____________________ ____ _ (266, 410, 022) 0 (266, 410, 022) 
1-------~- 1---------1-------~ 

TotaL __ --------- ____ ---------- ____ __ ___________ -------- --------- __________ -------- ___ ________ _ 12, 658, 994, 789 14, 728, 570, 734 31, 871, 171, 416 

1 Basic commodities: Corn, wheat, rice, tobacco, cotton, peanuts. 
2 In addition to price support losses and title I, Public Law 480, costs shown, includes 

realized losses from price-support related programs, and cost of other programs operated 
under specific statutory authority for separate reimbursement. 

a Does not include 1963 crops price-support payments, $79,169,092, and acreage di
version payments. $448,379,518. 

e Does not include cotton equalizl?tion program payments, $62,609,966. 

a Does not include 1963 crops price-support payments, $382,409,240, and acreage 
diversion payments, $2,459,529,993. 

•Includes $1,433,029,637 under International Wheat Agreement. 

Source: Commodity Credit Corporation report of financial condition and opera
tions, June 30, 1964. 

TABLE VI 
Excise taxes on tobacco products, fiscal 

year ending June 30, 1964: 
[In thousands] 

Federal excise tax on tobacco 
products (96.3 percent from 
cigarettes)---------·---------- $2, 052, 545 

Total State excise tax on tobacco 
products (98.2 percent from 
cigarettes)------------------- 1, 279, 620 

Local excise tax on tobacco prod-
ucts (99.2 percent from cig-
arettes)---------------------- 58,704 

Total, all tobacco products 
(97.1 percent from ciga
rettes)-------·---------- 3, 390, 869 

The tobacco growers receive an average of 
slightly more than 3 cents for the tobacco 
contained in a package of cigarettes. The 
Federal, state, and local governments to
gether impose cigarette taxes the weighted 
average of which 13.3 cents per package, or 
more than four times as much as the grow
ers receive. 

TABLE VII.-1964 tobacco allotments, by 
States, burley, Flue, Fire, Air, Sun, Mary
land, Cigar-binder, and Cigar-filler and 
Cigar-binder 

FLUE-CURED l ,, 

State Number of · 
allotments 

Acreage 
allotted 

Alabama__________________ 253 501. 80 
Florida ___ _____________ c__ 6, 922 13, 599. 77 
Georgia___________________ 25, 889 64, 930.15 
North Carolina___________ 117, 102 421, 045. 49 
S<?ut.h .Carolina____________ 25, 252 74, 132. 48 
Vrrg1ma___________________ 22, 657 64, 030. 94 

1~---~1-----

TotaL ______________ 198,075 638,240.63 

BURLEY 2 

Alabama__________________ 41 30. 42 
Arkansas __ --------------- 79 54.13 

&~~~~~=================== 2~~ 9~: ~ 
Indiana___________________ 9, 683 7, 906. 30 
Kansas __ ----------------- 53 85. 08 

~f~~~~-:================= 14i: ~~~ ~: i~: ~ 
North Carolina___________ 18,156 10,585.67 
Ohio______________________ 10, 798 10, 110. 37 
Penns.ylvania_ ------------ 2 1. 63 
South Carolina_---------- 9 4.39 
'I'ennessee _______ ____ ;____ _ ~3, 08~ 65, 062. 83 

~~~a.============~====== 17, 381 11, 369: ~~ 
West Virginia __ ----------- 4, 614 2, 941. 37 

1~---~1-----

TotaL _ ___________ __ 298, 633 315, 698. 37 

FIRE-CURED (TYPES 22, 23, AND 24)3 

Illinois _______ ------ ______ _ 
Kentucky ________________ _ 
Tennessee ____________ -----

Total_--------------

1 
9, 107 
8, 795 

17, 903 

0.04 
13, 877. 27 
15, 616. 84 

29,494.15 

TABLE VII.-1964 tobacco allotments, by 
States, burley, Flue, Fire, Air, Sun, Mary
land, Cigar-binder, and Cigar-filler and 
Cigar- binder-Continued 

FIRE-CURED (TYPE 21)4 

State 

¥ '· 

Virginia _________________ --

Number of 
allotments 

7,281 

DARK AIR-CURED 5 

Indiana_------------------Kentucky ______ : __ _! ______ : ·· 

Tennessee ________________ _ 

Total__ _____________ _ 

116 
19, 491 
4,818 

24, 425 

SUN-CURED 6 

Vrrg1ma ______ -~ __________ -I 2,2821 

Acreage 
allotted 

9, 144. 95 

34.89 
12, 057.39 
2, 040. 06 

14, 132. 34 

3, 471. 64 

CIGAR-FILLER AND CIGAR-BINDER 7 

Illinois_----------- ____ ___ _ 
Indiana _____________ _ -_ - __ 
Iowa _____________________ _ 

Minnesota __ -------------
New York_---------------Ohio _________________ ____ :.. 

t~~~;i~~~~~~=== = ======== 
TotaL _ -------------

Connecticut_ _____________ _ 
Massachusetts ___ --- ~ -----
New York __________ : ____ _ 
Vermont ___________ -------

MARYLAND 9 

.I 

3 
2 
1 

121 
71 

1, 586 
122 

6, 185 

8,091 

1, 294 
946 

1 
1 

2,242 

4. 25 
1. 27 
7. 24 

168. 70 
35.06 

4, 584. 95 
176. 04 

15, 346. 68 

20,324.19 

4,492.32 
2, 188. 76 

.04 
3.35 

6, 684. 47 

through 1963-for other kinds of tobacco 
as the House bill provides for Flue-cured. 
It must be made clear that 1965 produc
tion will not count as history for building 
the poundage quota which will deter
mine the farm income for every future · 
year. To do so would be to require 
farmers to compete to produce this year 
the highest possible poundage. While 
this would stimulate surplus production, 
only those who managed to increase 
yields even more than the average would 
benefit, as under the formula all yields 
would be uniformly factored back. 

Nineteen hundred and sixty-four was 
a drought year in much of Kentucky 
and other tobacco States. If this year 
were included, those farmers not hit by 
drought could use 1964 record yields. 
But those suffering a crop failure would 
have to pick up 1961 as their third best 
year-when yields were much lower. 
This would create an inequity, discrimi
nating against those hit by drought. 

Amendment No. 9 limits the farm 
yield for new tobacco farms to .not 
more than the community average yield. 
County ASCS Committees have discre
tion now in determining the size of a 
new grower allotment, according to simi.., 
lar farms in the same area. The amend
ment would set a standard on the yields 
to be assigned to new farms. 

Amendment No. 10 makes it clear 
that the bill does not grant author
ity for leasing burley allotments, pro
hibited by the Cooper Amendment now 
contained in section 316 of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act of 1948, as 
amended in 1961. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT 
Delaware_---- ~----------- 1 0. 13 
t-1~h!f~~=~=============== 6, 667 47, 275. 98 Before this bill is passed, I think men-

1----9_2_1 ____ 22_· _13 tion should be made of Mr. Frank R. 
TotaL_____________ 6, 760 · 47, 298. 24 • Ellis, for a number of years Chief of the 
Grand total_-------- 565, 692 1, 084, 488. 98 Price Support Branch of the Tobacco Di-

1 Average Flue-cured allotment, 3.22 acres. 
2 A v:erage burley allotment, 1.06 acres. 
a Average Fire-cured allotment (types 22, 23, and 24), 

1.65 acres. 
•Average Fire-cured allotment (type 21), 1.26 acres. 
a Average Dark Air-cured allotment, 0.58 acre. 

. e Average Sun-cured allotment, 1.52 acres. 
' Average Cigar-filler ap.d Cigar-binder allotment, 2:51 

acres. 
s Average Cigar-binder allotment, 2.98 acres. 
e Average Maryland allotment, 7 acres. 

vision of the Department of Agriculture, 
and later executive secretary to Con
gressman FRANK STUBBLEFIELD, of Ken
tucky. Mr. Ellis is a native of Murray, 
Ky., and the brother of Mr. Holmes Ellis, 
general manager of the Western Dark 
Fired Tobacco Growers Association. He 
is now engaged in very important work 
as Director of the Food for Peace pro

.. NoTE.-Averagesize, all tobacco allotments, 1.92acres. gram in the Agency for International 
DESCRIPTION OF COOPER AMENDMENTS NOT DIS- Development. 

CUSSED IN INDIVIDUAL VIEWS Ten years ago Frank Ellis worked out 
Amendments Nos. 3 and 5 provide the essentials of the acreage-poundage 

the same 5-year base period-1959 plan, and represented the Department 
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of Agriculture in the field hearings that 
were held on the 1957 bill. I think all 
who know tobacco acknowledge his fore
sight and leadership, and credit is due 
him for laying the ground work for the 
program the Congress is today author
izing the Secretary of Agriculture to pre
sent to tobacco growers for their deci
sion. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments en bloc of the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. TALMADGE] and the Sena-
tor from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND]. . 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I call 
for a division. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, can 
we not have a yea-and-nay vote on this 
amendment? 

Mr. President, a parliamentary in
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Illinois will state it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What is the issue 
now before the Senate? Is it passage of 
the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments en bloc of the Senators from 
Georgia and Florida. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Can the yeas and 
nays be ordered? 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. On 
passage only. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A divi
sion is called for. 

On a division, the amendments were 
rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The. bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, I ask for a third reading of the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on engrossment of 
the amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. The bill was read the third time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Delaware is recognized. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, the Surgeon General recently 
issued a report, warning the American 
people about the use of tobacco as being 

injurious to the health of the American 
citizen. 

Another committee is currently consid
ering a bill under which it is proposed to 
label cigarettes as dangerous and to em
phasize to the American people .that the 
use of tobacco is injurious to health. 

The Senate here today has before it a 
bill which would further subsidize the 
production of tobacco while this other 
agency of Government asserts tobacco to 
be injurious to the health. 

During the past few years, we have 
spent over $39 million in subsidizing the 
production of tobacco. The time has 
come when we should stop these contra
dictory programs. We should defeat 
this bill, then repeal the entire program, 
and stop the use of the taxpayers' money 
to subsidize a product which every 
agency of the Government states is in
jurious to the American citizen. 

I hope that the bill will be defeated. 
This contradiction just does not make 
sense. 

CLOSING OF VETERANS' ADMINIS
TRATION HOSPITALS 

Mr. ALLO'IT. Mr. President, over the 
weekend, the President announced the 
appointment of a blue ribbon commit
tee, of which the Chairman is Barrett 
Prettyman, and the members are Repre
sentative OLIN TEAGUE, Representative 
Ross ADAIR, Gen. Alfred Gruenther, 
Dr. Dudley White, James Gleason, and 
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG]. 

This committee will report on the vet
erans hospital situation by June 1. 

In the meantime, Mr. Earl Cooper, 
with the assistance of two persons from 
the General Accountjng Office, have in
vestigated many of the hospitals which 
are to be closed, and have accumulated 
a fine report containing an analysis and 
reasons for the closings. 

I invite the attention of the Senate to 
the fact that the report of the so-called 
blue ribbon committee is not due until 
June 1, whereas under the terms of 
present law, the hospitals will be closed 
on May 1. 

It is time for the Senate to face this 
dilemma and solve it. I have an idea 
that the Senate will do so in the next few 
days. In the meantime, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
the report to which I have ref erred. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HOSPITAL, GRAND JUNCTION, COLO. 

REASONS l'OR CLOSING ANALYSIS OF REASONS FOR CLOSING 

Size 
The Grand Junction VA Hospital 1s a small This hospital ls the fifth smallest hospital 

high-cost hospital. 1n the VA system a~d has a cape.city of 152 
beds. 

Cost of operation 
As to per diem costs (costs per patient per 

day) Grand Junction costs for fiscal year 
1964 were $34.07 per patient per day. This 
ls $5.69 higher than the national average of 
$28.38. Thirteen of the 129 G.M. & S. hos-

' pitals show higher per diem costs. The near
est hospitals (which are designated to absorb 
the Grand Junction patient load) show costs 
as follows: Denver $31.80, With 528 beds, Salt 
Lake City $30.25, With 53~ beds. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HOSPITAL, GRAND 
JuNcrioN, CoLo.-Continued 

REASONS FOR CLOSING 

This hospital does not meet VA's needs for 
future care of veterans. 

This hospital is isolated from the stand
point of veteran population. 

This hospital ls isolated from the stand
point of scientific stimuli. 

Its 9 physicians, 1 dentist, and 24 nurses 
(out of a total employment of about 170) 
have been operating a hospital at less than 
optimum capacity. 

Its 9 physicians, 1 dentiSt, a.net 24 nurses 
have been unable to develop the type of 
medical atmosphere which the VA should 
have. 

Although this hospital has a nominal a.!
filla.tion it currently has no residents and no 
training programs. 

This percentage ls rated to the number of 
"operating beds" which ls a budgetary qua.n
lty and is not necessarily related to the 
capacity. For example, at Grand Junction 
for fiscal year 1965 the actual capacity ls 152 
beds but the "operating bed" level for com
puting bed occupancy rates ls 136 beds. 

This hospital cannot justify the expendi
tures of research funds. 

The occupancy rate is low. The cumula
tive rate for fiscal year 1964 was 76 percent 
but for some parts of the year lt was as low 
as 58 percent. The VA cannot justify con
tinua.nee of this type of high-cost operation. 
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VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HOSPITAL, GRAND 

JUNCTION, CoLo.-Continued 
ANALYSIS OF REASONS FOR CLOSING 

Cost of operation 
The cost per patient treated at Grand Junc

tion for fiscal year 1964 was $850. Of the 
129 G.M. & S. hospitals in the VA system 70 
had higher costs per patient treated. The 
average cost per patient treated was $925 for 
all VA G.M. & S. hospitals. 

This hospital is not located adjacent to a 
medical school and thus is unable, according 
to VA, to offer the brOad spectrum of medical 
specialties that could be offered at a hospital 
affiliated with and. adjacent to a medical 
school. This broad spectrum of medical spe
cial ties seem to be the VA goal for the future, 
according to Dr. Joseph H. McNinch, Chief, 
VA Medical Director. 

The attached brochure prepared by the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars shows how isolated 
this hospital is from the veteran population 
and some of the travel hardships involved. 
(See p. 119.) 

This hospital is located 258 miles from 
Denver and 290 miles from Salt Lake City 
where the closest medical schools are located 
According to Dr. L.A. Zink, Associate Deputy 
Chief Medical Director of VA, the proper 
scientific stimuli can only be found in a 
close afilliation with a medical school at a 
hospital located adjacent to the school. 

The hospital has been operating at less 
than what VA considers .to be the optimum. 
VA considers that a bed occupancy rate of 
85 to 92 percent provides the best possible 
patient care. Grand Junction has had the 
following occupancy rates: Fiscal year 1960, 
78.9 percent; 1961, 77.6 percent; 1962, 75 
percent; 1963, 63.8 percent; 1964, 75.9 per
cent; and the first half of fiscal year 1965, 
75 percent. 

The ambiguity of the term "medical at
mosphere" makes analysis of this justifica
tion difilcult, if not impossible. 

Apparently VA is referring to the location 
of the hospital, some distance from a medi
cal school, because without a close afillia
tion program. VA contends a topfiight medi
cal atmosphere does not exist. 

At present there are two physicians in the 
"preceptorship" or "advanced. residency pro
gram" at the hospital. This program has 
been operated with two residents on duty 
for several years. At the end of the 2-year 
program the "preceptors" have sufilcient ex
perience and enough cases to meet the re
quirements of the American Board of Sur
gery. The Deans Committee of the Univer
sity of Colorado Medical School supervises 
the program. This afilliation has provided 
staff doctors without hardly any recruiting 
effort and has on occasion resulted in a wait
ing list for the positions which will become 
open. 

In fiscal year 1964, the Grand Junction 
hospital had two research projects with a 
total cost allowance of $3,020; a ·study of 
erythropoiesis in emphysema; and the rela
tionship of high altitude to hiatus hernia. 

According to the director of the Grand 
Junction hospital, research funds were 
turned down last year because the staff was 
unable to undertake additional research. 
He explained that the staff workload was too 
high and the interest could not be gen
erated. 

It is true that the average daily patient 
bed occupancy rate for fiscal year 1964 was 
75.9 percent. The average daily patient load 
occupying beds at the hospital for the past 
few years has somewhat declined as follows: 
1960, 120; 1961, 118; 1962, 114; 1963, 97; 
1964, 110; and the first half of fiscal ·year 
1965, 102. 

During the peak month each year the aver
age daily patient load was as follows: 1960, 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION HOSPITAL, GRAND JUNCTION, CoLo.-Continued 
REASONS FOR CLOSING ' 

The service area for Grand Junction is 
spread over a large portion of western Colo
rado and eastern Utah. 

The Grand Junction patient load can be 
handled at Salt Lake and Denver. Currently 
Salt Lake City is operating below capacity. 

The hospital was selected for closing be
cause it is located between two profession
ally comprehensive and well-staffed VA 
medical programs located in Denver and Salt 
Lake City. 

Transporting emergency cases by the use of 
ambulance plane makes these two broadly 
based programs accessible to the veterans 
who now reside in the Grand Junction serv
ice area. 

According to representatives of veterans' 
organizations in Colorado, the ambulance 
plane, which must fly at a high altitude 
over the range of mountains between Grand 
Junction and Denver, is not pressurized. 
Such a plane might cause considerable dis
comfort to the emergency cases being trans
ported and under certain circumstances pa
tients may not be allowed to travel in a non
pressurized plane over the mountain ranges. 

The-waiting list has been consistently be
low the national average. 

It is the V A's judgment that the VA hos
pitals at Denver and Salt Lake City offer 
higher caliber services covering the major 
specialties and have sufilcient capacity to pro
vide these services to veterans now residing 
in the Grand Junction area. 

AN AL YSIS OF REASONS FOR CLOSING 
Cost of operation 

February, 138; 1961, February, 138; 1962, Jan
uary, 135; 1963, January, 118; 1964, Febru
ary, 123. 

The actual capacity of the hospital is 152 
beds but because of the decrease in patient 
demand the number of beds kept in opera
tion was reduced in fiscal year 1964 to 145 
and in fiscal year 1965 to 136 beds. 

The l'l.umber of patients treated at the 
hospital each fiscal year has somewhat de
clined as follows: 1960, 1,870 patients treated; 
1961, 1,706; 1962, 1,532; 1963, 1,554; 1964, 
1,615; and for the first half of fiscal year 
1965, 811. The hospital anticipated that for 
fiscal year 1965 they would have treated 
1,682 patients if the operations would have 
continued normally. 

This statement is true and is a good reason 
to keep the hospital open rather than being 
a reason to close the hospital. Because of 
the large area served the veterans travel is 
burdensome (as is explained in another por
tion of this analysis) and to close the hos
pital and require the veterans to travel fur
ther, to Denver and Salt Lake City, would be 
more burdensome. 

An analysis of patient demand at the 
Grand Junction, Salt Lake City, and Denver 
VA Hospitals for the "peak" months, Janu
ary, February, and March of 1964 shows that, 
with Salt Lake City operating at capacity 
( 628 beds) , the patient load at Grand Junc
tion could have been absorbed by the two 
"receiving hospitals" on 90 of 91 days. 

The Grand Junction hospital is located 
258 miles from Denver and 290 miles from 
Salt Lake City. VA hospitals located in those 
cities are afilliated and offer the "broad spec
trum" of care which VA contends is neces
sary to provide the best medical care to 
veterans. 

Although this hospital is of post-World 
War II construction, it is small and has in
sufilcient veteran population density to sup
port the specialized skills that are found 
in its neighboring hospitals. 

The hospital was opened in May 1949. 
With 136 beds it serves an area with a 1963 
veteran population of 27,010 or 5.04 beds per 
thousand veterans compared wtih a national 
average of 2.9 G.M. & S. beds per 1,000 vet
erans and Denver's 2.3 G.M. & S. beds per 
1,000 veterans. During the years from fis
cal year 1960 to 1964 the occupancy of the 
hospital ranged from a low of 63.8 percent 
in 1963 to a high of 78.9 percent in 1960 
compared with VA's optimum desired oc
cupancy rate of 85 to 92 percent. 

While the Grand Junction waiting list was 
below the national average, it was higher 
than the "receiving" hospitals at Denver and 
Salt Lake City: 

Waiting list per 100 operaJting beds: 
National average ____________________ 11. 8 
Grand Junction___________________ 6. 9 
Salt Lake CitY--------------------- 6. 2 Denver ________________ _____________ 2.6 

Thus the low waiting list appears to pre-
vail in the entire area, rather than applying 
to Grand Junction alone. 

An analysis of patient loads at the three 
hospitals (Grand Junction, Denver, a.nd Salt 
Lake City) shows that the "receiving hos
pitals" could have easily absorbed the Grand 
Junction patient load during the peak 
months of 1964, provided unused beds are 
activated at Salt Lake City. 
· At hospitals such as Salt Lake City and 

Denver, having close afilliation with medical 
schools, the VA believes it can offer a "broad 
spectrum" of medical specialties, thereby 
providing better care to the veterans treated 
than is possible in isolated hospitals such 
as Grand Junction. 
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Physical condition of buildings and equipment, as of Feb. 23, 1965 

PER INSPECTION BY CHIEF ENGINEER 

Building or equipment Condition 

Building No. 1: 
Roofs_ .. ····-· ______________________________________ -------- .. --- Good _____ ---
Exterior __ _________ .--------. ___ -- --- __ -- -- -- -. ---- -- -- --- --- --- - -. - - . do ______ _ 

¥i~~~i~~~~~~-~~-~-~-t!~~~~~=============================== ==== == ==== =~~======= 
§~~~~c:;:=t========== ==== ============== = ==== ======== ===== === = ~~~a.======== 

Recommendations 

Requires pointing of riglets and flashings annually, good physical inspection. 
Window sash and screens could stand painting or placing in A-1 condition. 
Washing, cleaning, and painting; doors need refinishing. 
None. 
Many areas showing wear, replacements will be needed within 2d or 3d years. 
Sump pump in service room should be kept in operation to avoid water seepage into 

room which would be approximately 2 or 3 feet deep in short period of time. 
Building service equipment: 

Ventilating systems: Includes exhaust systems, kitchen hoods, _____ do_..... Cleaned, fiscal year 1965. 
dishwater, etc. 

Air conditioner-humidifier, surgery.------·---------------··· Fair_ - -· ···- Mechanical parts all p:ood, except spray pump needs replacing. Refrigerating units, coils 
and fan replaced, fiscal year 1964. 

Communication system: 
Nurses call system.-------------------------------------- Good .. ____ _ 

~~~~i~y;~~~g-a.n.-ci fi~filles===== === = ========== = === === == == ~~~ci = == == = = 
Elevators ____ ------------------------------------------------ ..... do. - • ---

Dumbwaiters. __ -------=------------------------------------ ..... do .. ___ _ 

~~ d~~~~~~~============ == == == == ===== ================== =====~~= = = === 
Heating system .. -------------------------------------------- ___ __ do .. ___ _ 

r~~f ~:\\jj\jj\jj~=~j~j\j~jjjj~j=~ji~=\~~~~~j~ :i~~::~j~=~ 
Portable air conditioners __ ----------------------------- ______ -- -- .do ____ • --

Em1~e~ii~;:ftr_~:~~~= ==== ====== ============================ =====~~======= 
10 kilowatt _______ ------------------------------ ____ ---- __ -- ___ do ____ • __ 

Hot Co~~;o~!o~~ec~~~~-=--====::::::::=:::::::::::::::::::::= -Fail-~~~====== 
Sump pump ___ ------_--------------------------------------- ----_do ______ _ 

Sidewalk beating unit __________ __ _____ _ --- --------- ---------- Good.. _____ --

Steam distribution system ____ ----------------- ___ ----------- -- -- .do ____ ... 
. ~ 

Was planned to replace with audiovisual, fiscal year 1965. 
Console needs new tuners and turntables, entire system needs rewiring. 
No recommendations. 
Commutators of MG sets should be turned down; this was planned for fiscal year 1965, 3d 

quarter (canceled). 
No recommendations. 
Batteries should be replaced for standby power to alarm circuit. 
Covers only laboratory, pharmacy and dental clinic, butane system only. 
All controls should be checked by Johnson representative next year; all traps should be 

checked yearly. 
No recommendations. 
Ammonia system should be planned for replacement with freon. 
No recommendations. 

Do. 
Do. 

Water cooled by ammonia system should be changed to freon. 
No recommendations. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Coils and controls should be planned for replacement. 
It is important that this pump be operative at all times to remove seepage water from 

service room. 
Needs regular checking during operating season, and proper care when shutting down in 

summer season. 
Steam reducing stations need annual check. New PRV valve for main station available. 

Not installed. 
Building No. 2: . 

Directors quarters .. ····-···········-·····--·····-----------····· ___ __ do.___ __ Building repainted completely, interior 1964. Basement should be watched for seepage 
water. Exterior should be painted. Building service equipment_ ___ _______ : ___________ ____ ___________ _____ do._-- --

Building No. 3: 4-unit apartment_ __ ___ _____ _____ ____ _____________ ___ __ ___ do._-- --

Building No. 6: Nonbousekeeping quarters-closed, used for storage.. Fair ___ __ ___ _ 

Building No. 7: Warebouse-·---------------------- ~ ----------------- Good __ - -~- -
Building No. 8: Garage and shOP- ---------- ---- ------------···· ----- _____ do __ ___ _ 
Building No. 9: 

Boiler plant ________ _ -----------------------------~-------------- ----.do __ • __ _ 
Boilerhouse equipment: < 

Boiler __ _ --------------- -- -------------------------,:-------- Fair ________ _ 
Stokers __ ---------------------------------------------------- Good _____ _ _ 
Coal conveyor~_-------------------------------------- : ______ Fair ________ _ Blowoff system. ________ : _________________ ___________________ Good __ --- ~-

Forced draft blowers ______________________________________ ___ ---- _do. ____ _ 
Water control valve. _---- -------------------- --------------- ----.do _____ _ 
Water columns __ . -- ----------- ----------·-- ----------------- __ __ .do _____ _ 
Soot blowers ________ ------------------------------------- --- - _____ do _____ _ 
Automatic ·damper controL .... · - --- -----------~------- ----- -- - -- -.do._-~--
Main header valves ________ ---------------------·------------ ---·-.do _____ _ 
Mechanical fly ash removal system.------------------------- _____ do ____ __ _ 

Feed water pump, vacuum pumps, and -condensate pumps _____ __ do ___ ___ _ 
Deaerator feed water -- -- --------------- ---- ------------------ Fair __ ______ _ 
Booster pumps for elevated water tank.- ------------------- Good. _____ _ 
Coal silo and elevator.--------------------------------------- _____ do ___ ___ _ 
Steam reducirig valves _________________ ---------------------- Fair----- ----

, 50-kilowatt emergency generator.---------------------------- _____ do ___ . __ _ 

~~~~: ~~: ~~~ ~~~:a-water-tower·=~---=~= ======================= - ~~~~<>====== = 
Building No. 12: Utility shops ______________ -- -----'- ------ ---- ------- ____ .do. _____ _ 
Building No. 13: Laundr¥.----- ------- -- ---~ ----------------------- .... . do ______ _ Building No. 14: Incinerator __ _____ _______ ___ ____ _____ __________ ___ ______ _ do ______ _ 
Structure No. 15: Flagpole ____ __ __ ___ _________ ___ ____________________ ..... do ______ _ 
Structure No. 16: Coal silo-covered with building No. 9. • . 
Building No. 17: Storage shed------------------------------------ --- Fair_------
Building No. 18: Carport·------------- -- --------- ------------------- Good.----- -
Building No. 19: Butler Bldg. housin,g 100-kilowatt emergency _____ do_. ___ _ 

generator. · 
TlA-lB: Duplex, housekeeping quarters.------------------------ --- Fair ______ _ _ 

T2A-2B: Duplex, housekeeping quarters _________________________________ do _____ _ 
T3A-3B: Duplex, housekeeping quarters.--------------------------- _____ do._. __ _ 
•Roads __ ------------------------------------------------- --- ------ --- Good ______ _ 
Parking areas.·------------------------------------------------------ Fair _______ _ 
Walks._ ------------------------------------------------------------- Good .. ·---
Curbs .. -------- ----------------------------------------------------- Fair __ ------Grounds: Lawns, trees, shrubbery ____ : _____________________________ Good_------
Fences ___ .. . ___ . ____________________________ _-__ . ____ _____ ____ ._______ Fair ___ _____ _ 

' 
Water distribution: Main system____________________________________ Good _______ _ 
Lawn sprinkling ____ . ___ . _______ _____________ _____ ._. _____ . ________ ._ Poor __ __ _ . __ 

All apartments need repainting. Apartments B, C, and D need garbage disposals re
placed. Sump pump needs to be in operation to keep seepage water out. Exterior 
should be painted. 

Overhead doors and tracks need adjusting for better operation. 
Rooms need painting, sump pit needs concrete lining, sump pit and pump should operate 

continuously to keep seepage water out. Also necessary to keep opening clear under 
footer. 

Needs cleaning and painting, some plastering, basement needs repairing, loose tile
shower and toilet room. Drain needs to be kept open under footer to relieve seepage 
water pressure. · 

None. 
Cleaning and painting interior. 

Painting interior and exterior. 

Arches need replacement; sidewall of fireboxes replaced, 1964. 
Need yearly maintenance to keep in A 1 condition. 
Augers should be planned for replacement. 
None. 
None, routine maintenance. 

Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

Need refacing ·on yearly basis. 
(1) Another I.D. fan should be installed as standby a.<> no steam can be produced if present 

fan is out of service. (2) Conversion of coal-fired system to natural gas would eliminate 
possihle trouble from fly ash system and ash disposal. 

Should remain in good condition with required maintenance. 
Coils need checking and cleaning. 
None. 
Drain at floor level or sump pump needed in elevator pit. 
2 have been replaced, remainder working satisfactorily at present, should be checked for 

replacement planning. 
None. 
Continued inspection by Custodious Co.; surface needs painting for looks only. 
Painting of interior should be planned for fiscal year 1967. 
None. 
Sump pump needs to continue operation for removal of seepage water. 
Incinerator needs relining. · 
Should be painted yearly. 

Built for lumber storage. . 
Should have steel beams to eliminate center posts supporting center beam. 
None. 

These quarters require more maintenance due to type of construction. All units should 
have water heaters replaced. 

Do. 
Do. 

Should be checked and cracks sealed. 
Should be resealed, and utility area needs 1-inch mat laid on top of present surface. 
None. 
Few areas need to be raised. 
Remain in good condition with proper fertilizing, pruning, trimming, watering, etc. 
Areas enclosed with chain link fence good; pole fence in front of station should be planned 

for replacement. Approximately 300·feet of chain link fence needed to complete fencing 
of south boundary. 

None. 
System has been added to with pipe available for use; an entire new system should be 

planned; a system with autom atlc heads to eliminate the use of hoses should be planned. 
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Physical condition of buildings and equipment, as of Feb. 23, 1965-Continued 

PER INSPECTION BY CHIEF ENGINEER-Continued 
i . 

Building or equipment Condition Recommendations 
,, 

Fire hydrants ______________________________ ----______________________ Good________ None. 
Sanitary sewers ______ -- _ -- -- ------ ----- -- ------- ---_ -_ -- ________________ __ do___ ____ Do. 

m~~ ~~%utioii--~~==========================·====== ==·== ==========~= == ===~~======= ~~~~basins and lines should be flushed regularly. 
Electric distribution_------------------------------------------- ____ ______ do_______ Do. 

ACREAGE-POUNDAGE MARKETING 
. QUOTAS FOR TOBACCO 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

·of the bill <H.R. 5721) to amend the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 
·amended, to provide for acrea,ge-pound
·age marketing quotas for tobacco, to 
amend the tobacco price-support provi
sions of the Agricultural Act of 1949, as 
amended, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered, 
and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
BURDICK], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. DODD J, the Senator from Louisiana 
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. GORE], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator 
from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PAS
TORE], the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS], the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS], and the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH], are absent on 
official business. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], the Senator 
from South Oarolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc
GOVERN], the Senator from New Hamp
shire, [Mr. McINTYRE], the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. NELSON], the Senator 
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. RussELLJ, the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], 
and the Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
WILLIAMS], are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. BURDICK], the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD], the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. GORE], the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. GRUENING], the Senator 
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE], and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. WILLIAMS] would each vote 
"yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. ELLENDER] is paired with the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS]. 

If present and voting, the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "yea'' and the Sen
ator from Florida would vote "nay." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. BoGGS], the 
Senator from New York [Mr. JAVITS] 

. 

and the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL] are necessarily ab
sent. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. PEAR
SON] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from California [Mr. 
MURPHY], the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
CARLSON] and the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER] are detained on offi
cial business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
would vote "yea." 

On this vote, the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. MURPHY] is paired with the 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
California would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Utah would vote "nay." 

On this vote, the Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. PEARSON] is paired with the Senator 
from Delaware [Mr. BoGGsJ. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Kansas 
would vote "yea" and the Senator from 
Delaware would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 54, 
nays 16, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Ba.Ttlett 
Bass 
Be.yh 
Bible 
Brewster 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W. Va. 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Clark 
Cooper 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Ervin 
Fan ruin 

Allott 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dominick 
Fong 
Holland 

Bennett 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Carlson 
Dodd 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Gore 
Gruening 
Hartke 

[No. 43 Leg.] 

YEAS-54 
Fulbright Monroney 
Harris Montoya 
Hart Morton 
Hayden Moss 
Inouye Mundt 
Jackson Muskie 
Jordan, N.C. Prouty 
Kennedy, Mass. Proxmire 
Kennedy, N.Y. Randolph 
Kuchel Robertson 
Long, Mc. Scott 
Mansfield Smith 
McCarthy Symington 
McClellan Thurmond 
McGee Tower 
McNama:ra Tydings 
Metcalf Young, N. Dak. 
Mondale Young, Ohio 

NAYS-16 
Hruska 
Jordan, Idaho 
Lausche 
Miller 
Morse 
Pell 

Ribicoff 
Simpson 
Talmadge 
Williams, Del. 

NOT VOTING-30 
Hickenlooper 
Hili 
Javits 
Johnston 
Long, La. 
Magnuson 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Murphy 
Nelson 

Neuberger 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Smathers 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Williams, N .J. 
Yarborough 

MILITARY PROCUREMENT 
AUTHORIZATION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate turn to the con
sideration of Calendar 134, Senate bill 
800, and that it be laid down and made 
the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 800) 
to authorize appropriations during the 
fiscal year 1966 for the procurement of 
aircraft, missiles, and naval vessels, and 
research, development, tests, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Armed Services with amend
ments. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business, it stanC: in ad
journment until 12 o'clock noon tomor
row. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE OTEPKA CASE AND·ITS SEQUEL 
Mr. MILLER. Mr . . President, in the 

April 4 issue of the Des Moines Register 
appears an article by Clark Mollenhoff, 
highly regarded reparter of the Register's 
Washington Bureau, relating a most un
fortunate development in the State De
partment's bizarre handling of the case 
of Otto Otepka. 

It will be recalled that Mr. Otepka 
headed the evaluators in the Security Di
vision of the State Department at one 
time and was the recipient of awards for 
outstanding service to the Government. 
When he was called to testify before the 
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee 
regarding lax practices which had come 
to light in the Department's security 
clearance program, he offered evidence 
which made it clear that false testimony 
had been given the committee by certain 
high State Department officials. Not
withstanding this false testimony, one 

So the bill (H.R. 5721) was passed. of the three officials concerned is still on 
Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. the payroll at the State Department; the 

President, I move to reconsider the vote other two were permitted to resign, thus 
by which the bill was passed. protecting all of their retirement rights, 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I and one of these has since been added to 
move to lay that motion on the table. the legal staff of the Federal Communica.:. 

The motion to lay on the table was tions Commission. On page 96, volume 
agreed to. • 110, part 1, of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
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will be found excerpts from the Sen
ate Internal Security Subcommittee's 
previously classified hearing reports on 
this matter which I included in my re
marks before the Senate. 

Charges were made against Mr. O~pka 
by one of these officials. Even though his 
false testimony before the Senate In
ternal Security Subcommittee has been 
made clear, these charges have not been 
withdrawn. Mr. Otepka's reward for 
long and faithful service to the Govern
ment and for integrity before the Con
gress has been reassignment to paper
shutHing duties in the Department while 
a case for discharging him from the De
partment has dragged on. 

Last October 31, the Senate Internal 
Security Subcommittee wrote a letter to 
the Secretary of State, expressing its 
confidence in Mr. Otepka's "integrity, 
capability, and professional skill," as
serting the right of a committee of the 
Senate to have testimony of any official 
or employee of the Government respect
ing any question of security or possible 
wrongdoing in any department or 
agency, if the subject matter of the com
mittee's inquiry falls within its jurisdic
tion, declaring that a Government em
ployee who comes before a Senate com
mittee and testifies truthfully should not 
thereafter be penalized or disciplined in 
any way for doing so, and pointing out 
that Mr. Otepka's testimony has been 
"a valuable contribution to the Internal 
Security Subcommittee's current inves
tigation of security in the State Depart
ment." 

The subcommittee renewed its expres
sion of confidence in Mr. Otepka on 
March 11 of this year. Still the charges 
against Mr. Otepka have not been 
dropped. 

Now it is revealed in the Des Moines 
Register article that retaliation is being 
taken against some of Mr. Otepka's as
sociates in the security division. In 
March 1964 six of his associates were 
transferred out of the security division 
into the Bureau of Inter-American Af
fairs for work which they were told was 
on a supersecret project. At the time, 
these men did not wish to be transferred 
and they contended that the transfer 
was a disciplinary move to get them out 
of the security business because they had 
agreed to give testimony in behalf of 
Mr. Otepka. It now appears that the 
supersecret work to be done in the Bu
reau of Inter-American Affairs was not 
very important at all, and two of these 
men are being transferred out of there to 
positions in El Paso and Denver where 
they may find their jobs eventually abol
ished with no protection to their rights 
as security investigators. They regard 
these moves as demotions, and they have 
taken action to appeal the transfers 
through civil service procedure. As of 
last Friday their salaries were cut off in 
a move to force them, through economic 
necessity, to accept these transfers. 

One of these men, John R. Norpel, 
served in the Federal Bureau of Investi
gation in highly sensitive positions for 
10 years before going to work for the 
State Department. Howard Shea, the 
other security officer, also has a fine 

record ~f service. Their only offense, it 
seems, is that they have had the courage 
to stand by Otto Otepka, because they 
know of Mr. Otepka's faithfulness to our 
country's security and they also know 
of the lax practices which occurred in 
the State Department clearance proce
dures. 

Here is an instance of a "public be 
damned" attitude on the part of those 
in control of the State Department. It 
makes no difference how loyal these em
ployees have been. It makes no differ
ence that they have been right and some 
of the higher-ups who tried to get Otto 
Otepka were proved to be perjurers. It 
makes no difference that lax practices in 
security were found out and that the 
Congress was given truthful testimony 
about such practices. All that seems to 
matter is that Otto Otepka and his loyal 
associates shall be made to pay the price 
for stepping on sensitive toes of certain 
officials in the State Department who 
had no business having sensitive toes. 

I hope the Civil Service Commission 
will look into these cases, and I hope 
the appropriate committees of the House 
and Senate will make sure that the civil 
service rights ·of these loyal employees 
are protected. 

It is no doubt true that certain people 
in the State Department should be trans
ferred out of Washington, but the one's 
who have made these unfortunate deci
sions are the ones who should be trans
ferred-not those they have selected for 
punishment to satisfy their false sense of 
departmental authority. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle appearing in the Des Moines Regis
ter of April 4, to which I have referred, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CUT OFF PAY OF Two OrEPKA FRIENDS 

(By Clark Mollenhoff) 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-The State Department 

has cut off the salaries of two security offi
cers who supported chief security evaluator, 
Otto F. Otepka, and opposed what they call 
"disciplinary transfers" out of the Washing
ton area. 

John R. Norpel, 39-year-old former FBI 
agent, said Saturday that the State Depart
ment is engaging in "economic retaliation" 
because of his efforts to fight a transfer that 
can "destroy" his civil service job rights. 

NEW POSTS 
Norpel and Howard Shea, also a security 

officer who agreed to testify for Otepka, were 
notified in February that they were being 
assigned to posts in El Paso, Tex., and Den
ver, Colo. 

Both filed objections on grounds that the 
new jobs represented demotions, and also 
because it appeared that the new posts might 
be di&continued .at any time. 

Neither Norpel nor Shea has been able to 
obtain any more than curt replies from the 
State Department personnel office or from 
William J. Crockett, the Deputy Under Sec
retary of State who is in charge of adminis
tration. Crockett has been a key figure in 
efforts to oust Otepka. 

Otepka gave testimony before a Senate 
committee that was critical of his superiors, 
then produced three documents to prove he 
had told the truth and his superiors had not, 
on a security matter. 

N orpel and Shea wanted specific assurance 
that the new jobs would not be abolished 

within a few months after they had been as
signed to them. They also wanted to know 
why they were being removed from positions 
in the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs to 
which they were assigt;led only a year ~go 
with assurances that this assignment re
quired their expertise as investigators and 
security evaluators. 

SIX-WEEK EFFORT 
For 6 weeks, they have tried unsuccess

fully to obtain written explanations of the 
reasons for the transfers, which were to be 
effective April 1. Instead of explanations, 
they have received notes indicating they have 
received all the information they will re
ceive, and that the transfer decisions would 
not be changed. 

Norpel wrote to Secretary of State Dean 
Rusk last week to appeal to him to examine 
the transfer decisions, but no reply had been 
received from Rusk when Norpel and Shea 
were informed they have been cut from the 
State Department payroll and must not visit 
the offices they occupied in the Bureau of 
Inter-American Affairs. 

The notice, from G. Marvin Gentile, Deputy 
Assistant Secretary for Security, stated that 
Norpel and Shea are to be considered absent 
without leave from their Government jobs 
until they report to the posts in El Paso and 
Denver. 

Norpel, who has a GS-13 civil service rat
ing, received a salary of $13,750 a year. Shea, 
with a GS-12 rating, received a salary of 
$13,000 a year. 

The letter of explanation from Crockett 
to Norpel stated that the assignment was 
made because of "the critical need for trained 
investigators in our field offices at this time." 

GOOD OF SERVICE 
"Your previous backg;round as an investi

gator, and your present ·availability for re• 
assignment had led to my decision that your 
reassignment to El Paso is for the good of 
the service." 

Crockett stated that the position to which 
Norpel ls being assigned "is a bona fide one." 

Norpel in his correspondence has pointed 
out that only a year ago Crockett shifted him 
and five other men who supported Otepka 
from the security division, and at that time 
assured them that it was because of the 
great need for their services in a special 
secret project in the Bureau of Inter-Ameri
can Affairs. 

Norpel said Saturday that the assignment 
to the Bureau of Inter-American Affairs was 
"a farce," and that it appears that the as
signment to El Paso is "merely to get me 
out of the way." 

There have been assurances that Norpel 
will be permitted to return to Washington 
to testify on behalf of Otepka when his 
ouster hearing comes up in May. However, 
the transfer of Norpel and Shea would re
move them from dally contact with Otepka. 

SPECIAL PROJECTS 
When he transferred to the State Depart

ment security division in 1961, Norpel started 
working on a special project that involved 
restudy of a number of security cases of 
some high-level State Department career 
officers. 

The work of Otepka, Norpel, and others on 
these special projects resulted in spotlight
ing laxity in the security procedures at the 
State Department followed by the highly 
critical investigation of State by the Senate 
Internal Security Subcommittee. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I move 

that the Senate adjourn, under the pre
vious order, until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow. 
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The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 

o'clock and 12 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned, under the order previously 
entered, until tomorrow, Tuesday, April 
6, 1965, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

The executive nominations received 
by the Senate April 5, 1965: 

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORP. 

Frederic G. Donner, of New York, to be 
a member of the Board of Direct.ors of .the 
Communications Satelllte Corp. until the 
date of the annual meeting of the corpora
tion in 1968. (Reappointment.) 

THE JUDICIARY 

Don J. Young, of Ohio, to be U.S. distr~ct 
judge for the northern district of Ohio, vice 
Frank L. Kloeb, retired. 

Newell A. George, of Kansas, to be U.S. 
attorney for the district of Kansas for the 
term of 4 years. He is now serving in this 
office under an appointment which ex
pires March 28, 1965. 

Ernest W. Rivers, of Kentucky, to be U.S. 
attorney for the western district of Ken
tucky for the term of 4 years, vice William 
E. scent, resigned. 

Joseph P. Hoey, of New York, to be U.S. 
attorney for the eastern district of New 
York for the term of 4 years. He is now 
serving in this office under an appointment 
which expires April 13, 1965. 

W. Arthur Garrity, Jr., of Massachusetts, 
to be U.S. attorney for the district of Massa
chusetts, for the term of 4 years. He is now 
serving in this office under an appointment 
which expires April 12, 1965. 

CONFffiMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate April 5, 1965: 
FARM CREDIT ADMINISTRATION 

R. Watkins Greene, of Louisiana, to be a 
member of the Federal Farm Credit Board, 
Farm Credit Administration, for a term ex
piring March 31, 1971. 

Ralph K. Cooper, of Arizona, to be a mem
ber of the Federal Farm Credit Board, Farm 
Credit Administration, for a term expiring 
March 31, 1971. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 

Stanley R. Resor, of Connecticut, to be 
Under Secretary of the Army. 

U.S. ARMY 

The following-named officers for tempo
rary appointment in the Army of the United 
States, to the grades indicated, under the 
provisions of title 10, United States Code, 
sections 3442 and 3447: 

To be major generals 
Brig. Gen. Robert Rigby Glass, 019765, 

Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Henry Kreitzer Benson, Jr., 
020331, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Edward Chrysostom David 
SCherrer, 020690, Army of the United States 
{colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Roland Bennett Anderson, 
021108, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. William Andrew Enemark, 
020879, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Allen Beall, Jr., 019907, · 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Jarvis Tolson III, 020826, 
Army of the United States {colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Edward Clare Dunn, 020245, 
Army of. the -United States (brigadier gen
eral, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Clarence Carl Haug, 019736, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Ben Sternberg, 021286, Army of 
the United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Frank Alexander Osmanski, 
019745, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Michael Shannon Davison, 
022051, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Allen Thomas Stanwix-Hay, 
051759, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Melville Brown Coburn, 019973, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Kelsie Loomis Reaves, 020777, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. Thomas Jay Hayes III, 020134, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Arthur Goshorn, 031465, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Charles Fremont Tillson, 
III, 021196, Army of the United States 
(colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles stuart O'Malley, Jr., 
020682, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Lawrence Edward Schlanser, 
019886, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Benjamin Otto Turnage, Jr., 
020360, Army of the United States (colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Donald Vivian Bennett 023001, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. John Milton Finn, 021252, Army 
of the United States (colonel, U.S. Army). 

Brig. Gen. Charles Peter Stone, 021376, 
Army of the United States (colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

To be brigadier generals 
Ool. William Arthur McKee, 031867, U.S. 

Army. 
Col. William Her'bert Price, Jr., 021903, U.S. 

Army. 
Col. Lloyd Hilary Gomes, 021353, U.S. 

Army. 
Col. Omer Sigmund Dews, 040079, U.S. 

Army. 
Col. Samuel McClure Goodwin, 023177, 

Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. William Emmett Ekman, 021190, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Wilson Maxwell Hawkins, 022737, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Michael Jesse Reichel, 040087, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. James Lawton Oollins, Jr., 021788, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Robert Charles Forbes, 024511, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Charles McNeal Mount, Jr., 021849, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. Robert Riis Ploger, 021760, U.S. Army. 
Col. Charles Martin Gettys, 044181, U.S. 

Army. 
Col. Edward Harleston DeSaussure, Jr., 

023790, Army of the United States (lieuten
ant colonel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Frank Dickson Miller, 021270, U.S. 
Army. 

Ool. Clarence Clinton Harvey, Jr., 021076, 
U.S. Army. 

Col. John Scarborough Hughes, 034271, 
Army of the United States (lieuitenant 
colonel, U.S. Army). 

Col. John Eugene Kelsey, 021061, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Michael Paulick, 023060, Army of the 
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. George Marion Seignious, II, 047226, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Col. George Philip Seneif, Jr., 023738, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Thurston Tyler Paul, Jr., 032243, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. John Frederick Freund, 023334, Army 
of the United Staltes (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Roland Mettlll Gleszer, 023278, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Thomas Henderson Scott, Jr., 023030, 
Army of the United States (liewtenant colo
nel, U.S. Army). 

Ool. John Russell Deane, Jr., 024835, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Jetty Spears Addington, 023041, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Edward Alfred Bailey, 021083, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. David Stuart Parker, 022907, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Samuel William Koster, 024873, Army 
Of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Walter MacRae Vann, 021812, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Alvin Ethelbert Cowan, 024171, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Jack Emerson Babcock, 021413, U.S. 
Army. 

Col. Donald Harry Cowles, 035735, Army 
of the United States (lieutenant colonel, 
U.S. Army). 

Col. Robert Campbell Cassibry, 023058, 
Army of the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, U.S. Army) . 

Col. Edwin Fahey Black, 023012, Army of 
the United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

Col. Andrew Peach Rollins, Jr., 024237, 
Army of :the United States (lieutenant 
colonel, U.S. Army). 

Col. Frank Meszar, 023211, Army of the 
United States (lieutenant colonel, U.S. 
Army). 

The Army National Guard of the United 
States officer named herein for appointment 
as a Reserve commissioned officer of the Army 
under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, sections 593(a) and 3392: 

To be major general 
Brig. Gen. Maurice Lynn Watts, 0392863, 

Adjutant General's Corps. 
The Army National Guard of the United 

States officer named herein for promotion as a 
Reserve commissioned officer of the Army, 
under the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, sections 593(a) and 3385: 

To be brigadier general 
Col. William Fahy Sheehan, 01285126, 

Armor. 
The following-named officers to be placed 

on the retired list in the grade indicated, un
der the provisions of title 10, United States 
Code, section 3962: 

To be lieutenant generals 
Lt. Gen. Verdi Beethoven Barnes, 017198, 

Army of the United States (major general U.S. 
Army). 

Lt. Gen. Russell Lewell Vittrup, 017681, 
Army of the United States (major general, 
U.S. Army). 

The following-named officer, under the pro
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec
tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of im
portance and responsibility designated by the 
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President under subsection (a) of section 
3066, in grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general 
Maj. Gen. Vernon Price Mock, 019906, U.S. 

Army. 
U.S. NAVY 

To be admiral 
Vice Adm. Alfred G. Ward, U.S. Navy, hav

ing been designated, under the provisions of 
title 10, United States Code, section 5231, for 
commands and other duties determined by 
the President to be within the contemplation 
of said section, for appointment to the grade 
indicated while so serving. 

Rear Adm. Edward E. Grimm, U.S. Navy, 
to be Director of Budget and Reports in the 
Department of the Navy for a term of 3 years. 

To be vice admiral 
Rear Adm. Bernard F. Roeder, U.S. Navy, 

having been designated, under the provisions 
of title 10, United States Code, section 5231, 
for commands and other duties determined 
by the President to be within the contempla
tion of said section, for appointment to the 
grade indicated while so serving. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 

The following-named officers of the Marine 
Corps, when retired, to be placed on the re
tired list in the grade indicated, in accord-

ance with the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, section 5233: 

To be lieutenant generals 
Charles H. Hayes. 
James P. Berkeley. 
The following-named officers having been 

designated, in accordance with the provisions 
of title 10, United States Code, section 5232, 
for commands and other duties determined 
by the President to be within the contempla .. 
tion of said section, for appointment to the 
grade indicated while so serving: 

To be lieute?tant generals 
Richard C. Mangrum 
Alpha L. Bowser 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Residual Oil : April Fool Joke 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. JOSEPH W. MARTIN, JR. 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, April 5, 1965 

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Last 
Friday I issued a press release on the 
residual oil problem, and I am happy to 
note that on Saturday the Secretary of 
the Interior agreed with me. We both 
feel that there is no national security 
basis for this program. 

The Secretary has referred the ques
tion to the Director of the Office of Emer
gency Planning to make "a searching 
new study." I hope this does not result 
in the interment of the question in this 
quiet burial ground. 

The matter has been studied to death. 
We need no new studies. We request a 
prompt finding by the Director that there 
is at this time no national security basis 
for the controls. 

Then, I trust the President will have 
the courage to issue a proclamation 
bringing this injustice to an end. 

The statement follows: 
STATEMENT OF CONGRESSMAN JOSEPH W. 

MARTIN, JR., ISSUED ON FRIDAY, APRll. 2, 
1965 
New England is once again to be victimized 

by the imposition of quotas for residual oil 
imports. 

We had hoped and expected that we had 
convinced the Secretary of the Interior that 
his controls were on a very shaky legal foun
dation, there being no national security basis 
for his program. 

We had thought that he was aware of the 
harm being done to New England, already 
suffering acutely from economic benefits 
given to other sections of the country to its 
disadvantage. 

We had believed that his April 1 pro
nouncement would be: "No more controls for 
New England." 

Imagine our consternation when we are 
told on March 31 that everything would be 
all right for New England, only to find out on 
April 1 that some last minute influence 
caused the Secretary to do a complete about
face. What happened? If there was no na
tional security reason to impose controls on 
us on March 31, what intervened to create a 
national security basis for this hardship on 
April 1? 

At his press conference on March 31, the 
Secretary of the Interior said : "We had con
templated what would have amounted to an 
open end program in Florida and the five 
New England States, with a continuation of 
the existing program in the other east coast 
States. This represented my best judgment 
as a solution." 

But this was not the April 1 decision of 
the Secretary. His best judgment was not 
allowed to prevail. Who intervened? 
Whose judgment is being substituted for 
that of the Federal official duly charged with 
this great responsibility by the laws of the 
land? Who played this April Fool's joke on 
New England? 

The Secretary says that he does not have 
the power, "acting alone, to make a decision" 
on the national security question. Why not? 
The President of the United States delegated 
to him all the vast powers of the Presidency 
in respect to oil matters. What more powers 
does the Secretary need? 

Who says that New England must con
tinue to suffer this burden, when the Secre
tary of the Interior has concluded publicly 
that in his best judgment these unfair con
trols are not needed? 

The Secretary admits honestly that con
sumers are paying a penalty of about $40 
million a year as the result of this program, 
and a large percentage of that penalty is 
inflicted upon New England. 

The Secretary admits honestly that he 
doesn't like and cannot justify the present 
plan, and he begs for an "alternative, work
able plan." There isn't any such plan. 

The only alternative to the present outrage 
is no controls. The alternative is for the 
Federal Government to admit the truth; 
there is no national security reason to justify 
this program. Once that admission is made, 
this jerry-rigged scheme to sabotage New 
England can be ended, and free enterprise 
can begin to make sense out of this expensive 
boondoggle promoted and maintained by the 
Department of the Interior. 

Voting Rights Act of 1965 Is Bad 
Legislation 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. E. C. GATHINGS 
OF ARKANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, April 5, 1965 

Mr.GATHINGS. Mr. Speaker, eligible 
Americans should have the right to vote, 
but it should not be done at the expense 

of tearing down the structure of state 
government. There are three provisions 
of the Constitution that affect the mat
ter of voting. The first is article I, sec
tion 2, which reads as follows: 

The House of Representatives shall be com
posed of Members chosen every second Year 
by the People of the several States, and the 
Electors in each State she.H have the Quali
fications requis-ite for Electors of the most 
numerous Branch of the State Legislature. 

The next one is amendment 15, which 
has this to say: 

SECTION 1. The right of citizens of the 
United States to vote shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State 
on account of race, color, or previous con
dition of servitude. 

Subsequently amendment 17 was 
placed in the Constitution which has to 
do with the direct election of Senators 
and says this: 

The Senate of the United States shall be 
com.posed of two Senators from each State, 
elected by the people thereof, for six years; 
and each Senator shall have one vote. The 
electocrs in each State shall have the qualifi
cations requisite .for electors of the most 
numerous branch of the State legislatures. 

The two constitutional provisions, one 
of which was amendment 17, which came 
after the adoption of amendment 15, 
lodged the authority in the States to set 
qualifications with respect to voting. 
Hysteria, propaganda, and hasty appeals 
for action do not change the effective
ness of the State authority with respect 
to voting unless the qualifications set out 
by the State would discriminate against 
segments of the population or are them
selves unreasonable. Then such State 
provisions would be subject to being re
viewed as to their constitutionality. 

I cannot agree with the doctrine enun
ciated by President Lyndon B. Johnson 
in his recent message to a joint session 
of Congress which was based on amend
ment 15, and this alone. 

The Congress is working under a high 
top priority rating on what is known as 
the Voting Rights Act of 1965. The bill 
brings under Federal jurisdiction for the 
first time State and county elections. As 
it is worded, it applies to six States which 
are Georgia, Alabama, Louisiana, Mis
sissippi, South Carolina, and Virginia. 
These States are covered because less 
than 50 percent of their people who 
are 21 years of age or over cast a vote in 
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